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WE ane glad to learn that Mr. Justice Byrwz is expected to 


have sufficiently recovered to return to his duties on Saturday 
(this day). 





_ We nz informed that, at the request of many prominent 
citizens of the City of London, the Law and City Courts Com- 
mittee of the Corporation have decided to convene a public con- 
ference at Guildhall on Friday, the 28th inst., at 3 p.m., as to 
the wor of the Land Transfer Act in the City since it came 
into operation on the 1st of July last, and the desirability of an 
independent inquiry being held into the working of the Act 
generally. We understand that the meeting has been convened 
in consequence of instructions from the Court of Common 
Council to the Law and City Courts Committee to use their best 


‘endeavours to obtain the revocation of the Order in Council of 


the 18th of July, 1898, applying the provisions of the Land 
Transfer Act to the City of ‘London. The conference will be an 
open one, and representatives of bankers, building societies, 
insurance companies, and owners of Property in the City are 
expected to be present. The Incorporated Law Society will be 
represented by Mr. Arrizs and Mr, Raw1z. 





Tue Memser of Parliament for Galway, who was committed 
for trial for treason some time ago, is, it seems, to take his trial 
at the bar of the King’s Bench Division. This, it is said, is the 
determination lately come to by the Law Officers of the Crown; 
and no one will deny that a of such gravity and im- 
nce, and of such rarity, is most fittingly dealt with by the 
ighest tribunal possible, The 3 Bench Division, as repre- 
senting the me court of King’s , exercises the criminal 
jurisdiction of the old curia regis, and is the highest court before 
which a commoner can be tried, unless he is impeached by the 
yer age boge ace Pave wi ote ry nag House of 
Lords, the Commons bei is accusers ; but this procedure 
may now be said to be obdblete;"no cass Having ‘covurred since 
sini 4 
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To secure a trial 


the impeachment of Lord Metvittz in 1805. 
at bar, an indictment must first be found by a grand jury, and 
must then be moved by certiorari into the High Court for trial. 
The trial then takes place before at least three of the judges 
of the King’s Bench Division, of whom the Lord Chief Justice 


should be one. ‘Trials at bar are nowadays extremely rare, 
and there appear to have been only three during the last seventy 
years. The last one will be fresh in everyone’s memory, Regina 
v. Jameson, the case under the Foreign Enlistment Act which 
arose out of the famous raid. It was tried in the year 1896. 
We have to go back to the year 1873 for another example, the 
great Tichborne case. That case, known as Regina v. Castro, began 
on the 23rd of April, 1873, and did not end till the 28th of 
February, 1874, when, after a trial lasting 188 days, the defendant 
was sentenced to consecutive terms of seven years’ penal servitude 
on each of the two counts in the indictment. There are many 
peculiarities attaching to the procedure on a trial for treason, 
and as no man living has had any practical experience in 
England of a trial on such an indictment, the case will no doubt 
be extremely interesting from a purely legal point of view, as 
well as to the general public. 





Tue case of Macmillan v. Lelinvnt, whica was heard by the 
Court of Session in Scotland a few days ago, is a strong 
argument in favour of the opinion of Lord Expon, that no solicitor 
should commence an action in the name of a client without a 
written authority for so doing. It was an action for slander, 
and the defendant contended that it had been commenced 
without the authority of the plaintiff, and relied upon passages 
in letters written by the plaintiff since the date of the summons 

ing that the action was commenced without her approval. 
The counsel for the plaintiff put a stop to this discussion by 
producing an attested mandate authorizing the action to be 
prosecuted to a conclusion. Cases of this description occasion- 
ally come before the English courts. We have reason to 
think that Lord Expon’s advice is often disregarded, and that 
legal proceedings are commenced before the solicitor has 
obtained any precise instructions from his client. It is scarcely 
necessary to say that by so doing he incurs great 
risk. The memory of clients is sometimes uncertain. They 
were quite ready to embark in litigation a few weeks ago, 
but they have now lost all interest in the subject ; forget their 
oral instructions, and are ready to deny that they ever gave 
them. Further difficulties may arise where the client dies scon 
after the commencement of legal proceedings, or becomes of 
unsound mind. The court, where there is a conflict of testimony, 
will, in the absence of documentary evidence, accept the state- 
ment of the client and will order the action to be dismissed, and 
= costs of both plaintiff and defendant to be paid by the 

icitor. 





In THE course of an action heard before Kexewrcn, J., this 
week, which does not call for any report, his lordship had 
oceasion to refer to the new rules relating to taxation of costs. 
A plaintiff, who was unsuccessful in an action in the Chancery 
Division, was doubtful whether he should appeal from the 
judgment or not. He accordingly took the opinion of counsel, 
and, acting upon such opinion, appealed, with the result that 
the judgment below was reversed, and the plaintiff was given 
costs in the Court of Appeal and in the court below. Upon the 
costs — taxed, the taxing-master refused to allow the costs 
of counsel’s opinion taken before the appeal, and upon the 
summons coming before Kzxewicn, J., to vary thé master’s 
certificate, it was argued on behalf of the plaintiff that under 
the new rules this item should have been allowed by the taxing- 
master. Ord. 65, r. 29, is as follows: ‘‘On every taxation the 
taxing-master shall allow all such costs, charges, and expenses 
as shall appear to him to have been necessary or proper for the 
attainment of justice or for defending the rights of any party, but 
save as against the party who incurred the same, no costs shall be 
allowed which appear to the taxing-master to have been incurred 
or increased through over-caution, negligence, or mistake, or by 
payment of special fees to counsel and special charges or expenses 
to witnesses or other ps, or by other unusual expenses.” It 
was submitted that ape of the counsel’s opinion were costs 





“necessary and proper for the attainment of justice or for 
defending the rights of any party 

whilst approving the plaintiff's conduct in taking the opinion of 
counsel before appealing, held that the new rule did not, in hig 
opinion, refer to such costs as those under consideration. The 
costs of taking counsel’s opinion between the hearing of the 
action and an appeal could not be considered costs either in the 
action or in the appeal. As his lordship pointed out, an inten1- 
ing litigant almost invariably takes the advice of counsel before 
issuing a writ, but the costs of such opinion are never included 
in the costs of the action, which commence from the issue of the 
writ ; and the same principle must apply in the case of taking 
counsel’s opinion as to the advisability of appealing. 





THE ADVERTISEMENT which has been issued by the London 
County Council with respect to the vacant coronership for the 
South-Eastern District of the County of London calls attention 
to a curious condition which is still enforceable on candidates for 
the office. Section 12 of the Coroners Act, 1887, which for the 
information of candidates has been printed in the advertisement, 
runs: ‘ Every coroner for a county shall be a fit person having 
land in fee sufficient in the same county to answer all manner of 
people.” The condition as to the holding of land in the county 
is an almost literal reproduction of a provision at the end of the 
statute 14 Ed. 3, statute 1, c. 8, and it obviously corresponds 
to the similar rule with respect to sheriffs which is now em- 
bodied in section 3 of the Sheriffs Act, 1887: ‘‘ A person shall 
not be appointed sheriff nor bailiff of a franchise except he have 
sufficient land within his county or bailiwick to answer the 
Queen and her people.” Now, though it is by no means an 
easy matter to make out a successful claim against a sheriff, yet 
his duties, as is well known, require him to run a continual 
risk of being cast in damages at the suit of some member of 
the public whose rights he has infringed; and there are the 
fines, too, which he has to pay if he is remiss in due observance 
of the dignity of the judges of assize. These considerations 
may justify the requirement that he should be a landowner in 
his county. The coroner, also, though not liable for acts done 
in the exercise of his jurisdiction (Zhomas v. Churton, 2 B. & 8. 
475), is liable in damages if he exceeds his jurisdiction, and 
thereby infringes any man’s rights (Fovell v. Barnett, 2 E. & B. 
928), and there is thus some foundation for putting him in the 
same category as the sheriff, and requiring that he should have the 
means of readily answering claims against him. Butin practice 
such claims are very rarely made, and there seems to be no good 
reason why the requirements of the statute of Edward III. 
should have been perpetuated in the Coroners Act, 1887. It 
is to be noted, however, that the Local Government Act, 1888, 
when by section 5 it abolished the old form of electing coroners 
by the votes of the freeholders—for this purpose repealing 
section 11 of the Coroners Act—and empowered the county 
council to appoint a ‘fit person ” to fill the office, did not touch 
section 12, and hence the requirement in question still stands. 
It looks as though the London County Council on the present 
occasion intend to enforce it strictly. 





THE POWER given to the court by section 4 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, to stay legal proceedings in respect of any matter 
agreed to be referred, is to be exercised only where the court is 
satisfied ‘that there is no sufficient reason why the matter 
should not be referred in accordance with the submission.” The 
plaintiff, in resisting an application to stay proceedings, will 
often rely upon an alleged unfitness of the arbitrator nominated 
in the submission. In Bow, McLachlan, & Co. v. Dutilth, Smith, 
Macmillan, § Co., which came before the Court of Appeal last 
week, the plaintiff appealed from a decision of Jaur, J., ia 
chambers, staying the action and allowing the case to go to 
arbitration. The plaintiffs were electrical engineers, carryi 
on business in Glasgow, and the defendants were a firm 
electrical engineers, who had made a contract with the Corpora- 
tion of Southend for the construction of the electric tramway 
system in that town. The defendants sublet that part of the 
contract which related to engineering to the plaintiffs, and the 
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— 
action was for a balance alleged to be due under the sub-con- 
tract. Under the terms of the contract entered into between the 
defendants and the corporation any dispute arising between the 
ies was to be referred to the borough engineer of the 
Peuthend Corporation, and a clause to the same effect was 
It appeared that the engineer 
had refused to pass engines supplied by the plaintiffs under the 
contract, and had required other engines to be substituted, and 
the defendants made this disallowance the ground of a counter- 
daim against the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs, in resisting the 
application to stay proceedings and for a reference of the whole 
matter to the engineer, contended that his interests were so 
mixed up with the subject-matter of the dispute that he could 
not approach the matter with a sufficiently open mind and give 
an unbiassed decision upon it. They also suggested that if 
anything was wrong with the machinery it was owing to defects 
in the boilers, which the borough engineer had himself supplied. 
This argument, however, made no impression on the Court of 
Appeal, who decided that the arbitration must proceed, for there 
was no reason to anticipate that the referee would not act 
honestly between the parties. We canaot be surprised at the 
decision of the court. Nothing had occurred which could not 
have been foreseen by the plaintiffs when they entered into their 
contract. Their argument really amounted to this, that the 
contract was an improvident one. But a large proportion of 
contractors are apparently willing to enter into such contracts, 
and there is no injustice in holding them to their bargain. 


inserted in the sub-contract. 





THE QuEsTION of the applicability of the general maxim that a 
t of land abutting on a highway carries with it the soil of 
the highway usgue ad medium filum vie was raised under some- 
what singular circumstances in. Mappin Bros. v. Liberty § Co. 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere), decided by Joyoz, J., last week. It 
appears that the defendants, whose two shops in Regent-street 
are separated by that of the plaintiffs’, have constructed a sub- 
way under the street in front of the plaintiffs’ shop in order to 
connect their own. The plaintiffs have claimed to have the 
subway removed for the reason that it has been made in ground of 
which they are entitled, as they allege, to possession as lessees. 
The report of the case recalls that Regent-street was laid out by 
the Commissioners of Woods and Forests under an Act of 
Parliament of 1813 as a more convenient route between West- 
minster and Marylebone, and the commissioners granted leases 
of the land bordering on the new street which they acquired at 
the same time. The agreement for the head lease of Messrs. 
Marrrn’s aware under which that firm claimed, was entered 
into in September, 1820, when the construction of the 
street was still unfinished, and the lease was granted in 
February, 1823. This described the demised property as 
fronting ‘‘a road now forming, called, or intended to be called, 
Regent-street.” The leases were granted under section 34 of 
the Act, which empowered the commissioners to sell, exchange, 
or lease premises not’ wanted for the purposes of the Act. 
Under these circumstances it is obvious that there were great 
difficulties in the way of the plaintiffs establishing that half the 
soil of Regent-street was included in their lease. The rule that 
& conveyance of land passes the soil of half the adjoining high- 
way is only based upon presumption and is liable to be rebutted 
by opposing circumstances. In particular, it has been doubted 
whether it ever applies in the case of a building estate, since an 
owner who grants away the roads to one purchaser will be 
unable to grant rights over them to others : see Elphinstone, 
Norton, & Clark on the Interpretation of Deeds, p. 183. 
And where the premises granted are described as being 
bounded by an intended new road, not only does the form 
of expression sever them from the road, but as the width of 
the road remains undetermined, it cannot be known what 
under a grant of one half of it: see Leigh v. Jack, 5 Ex. D. 264). In 
the present case these considerations were enforced by the fact 
that it was the apparent duty of the commissioners to retain the 
soil of the street in order to perform their duties under the Act, 
and it was doubtful, indeed, whether they had power to part 
with it. Hence Joyoz, J., had no difficulty in holdin that the 


presumption did not apply, and that the plaintiffs had no rage 
of action. 
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before Kzxewicn, J., last week, an t 
made to extend’the practice with regard to appli by the 
plaintiff to have his own evidence taken on commission. It 
appeared that the plaintiff, who, with one of the defendants, 
resided in Rhodesia, was unable to bring the present action in 
that country, as the remaining defendants reside in England, 
and there is no provision made in that country for the service 
of legal proceedings — resident in England. The 

laintiff was i y obliged to start his action ia England, 

e alleged that the expense of coming to Eogland and bringin 
over other necessary witnesses would be undaly heavy, aon he 
claimed that, as he had not been able, under the peculiar cir- 
cumstances of the case, to choose his own tribunal, he was 
entitled to receive the same consideration from the court in 
making this application as if it were an application made by the 
defendant. 1t was laid down in Ross v. Woodford (42 W. R. 
188), and approved and followed by the Court of Appeal in Vew 
v. Burns (43 W. R. 182), that, in the exercise of its discretion 
to grant or refuse a commission to take evidence abroad, the 
court will not regard the case of the defendant with the same 
strictness as the case of a plaintiff who has chosen his own 
tribunal. As was pointed out by Curry, J., in Ross v. Wood- 
ford, the court has full discretion to grant, upon the plaintiff's 
application, a commission to examine himself, but it exercises 
that discretion very strictly, and will not grant such an application 
unless a very strong case is made out. But where the applica- 
tion is made by the defendant, the case is, for obvious reasons, 
entirely different, .and the court takes a more lenient view of an 
application of this nature when made by the defendant than 
when made by the plaintiff. Kxxewrcn, J., however, refused to 
consider the plaintiff's application as though it were an applica- 
tion by a defendant. His lordship pointed out that if a plaintiff 
chooses to start an action in England, whatever his reasons for 
so doing, he must be considered to have chosen his own tribunal. 
The only ground upon which the plaintiff based his application 
was that of expense, and his lordship considered that he would 
be going far beyond the previous decisions were he to grant a 
commission upon the plaintiff’s request upon this ground alone, 
and he accordingly dismissed the application with costs. 





In arrrrMine the decision of the revising barrister for the 
Parliamentary Borough of Finsbury, in the case of Pickard v. 
Preston (reported ante, p. 52), the court put the same construction 
as the revising barrister had put upon the joint effect of the 
Metropolitan Meat Market Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. e. 
exciii.), and the sixth schedule of the Distribution of Seats Act, 
1885 (which enacts, inter alia, that the East Division of the 
Parliamentary Borough of Finsbury shall include the parish of 
St. Sepulchre, Middlesex). They held that, by virtue of the 
Act of 1860, the area of the meat market in question ceased to 
be part of the parish of St. Sepulchre, Middlesex, for the pur- 

e of the electoral franchise, as well as for other purposes, and 
sett part of the City of London, although that Act contained 
no express provision dealing with the electoral franchise and 
notwithstanding that section 11 of that Act provided that the 
area in question was to continue to be rated in and to rates in 
the parish of St. Sepulchre, Middlesex, as if it remained in, 
and continued to form a part of, the said L 
It seems that after the passing of the Distribution of 
Seats Act in 1885, and down to 1901, the occupiers 
of this meat market area enjoyed the delectable privilege of 
being entered in the lists of voters both of the East Division of 
the Parliamentary Borough of Finsbury and also of the City of 
London in respect of the same qualifying property in this 
particular area. In 1901, however, objection was taken to their 
names being entered in the list of voters for Finsbury, and the 
revising barrister allowed the objection. Owing to some 
informality in giving notice of appeal, this decision was not 
then appealed from. In consequence of that decision the names 
of the occupiers of this meat market area were not inserted in 
the list of voters for Finsbury in this current year, and th 
duly claimed to be so inserted. Their claims were disallo 
by the revising barrister for Finsbury and his decision has been 





affirmed in the above-mentioned case by the Divisional 
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Court. An interesting question may hereafter arise with 
respect to the occupiers.of this meat market area, should 
the entry of their names in the list of voters for the City of 
London be objected to next year on the ground that their 
jualifying premises are not rated in and to rates in the City of 
mdon. One of the conditions essential for registration in 
respect of the occupation franchise in a borough is that the 
qualifying premises shall have been rated to poor rates in the 
parish in the borough where the qualifying pro is situate 
(see section 27 of the Reform Act, 1832), Should such an 
objection be taken and upheld, then indeed the area of this 
meat market, instead of being, as heretofore it was, a land of 
Goshen, as it were for Parliamentary voters, would become a 
barren and inhospitable land and the occupiers thereof would 
become outcasts in respect of the electoral franchise. It may, 
indeed, be conjectured that a revising barrister would exercise 
ingenuity to find means to disallow such an objection, the effect 
of which, were it allowed, would be the complete disfranchise- 
ment of the occupiers of the meat market area in question. 
The case, however, affords a good illustration of the difficulties 
occasioned when the Legislature—or local authorities by means 
of = orders—alter parochial areas without considering, 
and making express provision for the effect of, the alteration in 
respect of the electoral franchise. 





Tue cask of Morel Brothers, Cobbett, & Son (Limited) v. Earl 
and Countess of Westmoreland (Times, 12th inst.) is a fresh illus- 
tration of the difficulties which lie in the way of a tradesman 
who has supplied goods to a married woman. In general he 
looks to the husband for payment, but should payment not be 
forthcoming, he has to consider his position very carefully before 
he can safely commence an action. The question whether the 
wife had authority to pledge her husband’s credit is one of fact 
to be decided on the circumstances of each case (Jolly v. Rees, 15 
C. B. N. 8. 628 ; Debenham vy. Mellon, 6 App. Cas. 24), though 
its solution may be assisted by the presumption that authority 
is to be implied in particular circumstances. Thus where the 
husband and wife are living together and the wife is managing 
the establishment, she is his agent as to matters necessarily 
connected with that management, and this presumption of 
agency cannot be got rid of by a merely private arrangement 
between husband and wife: Debenham v. Mellon. The 

t case might have further illustrated the law as 
to the effect of such a private arrangement had the action 
been suitably framed, but it failed upon what was a mere point 
of procedure. The husband, apparently wishing to curtail his 
household expenses, had made an ement that his wife 
should have an allowance for such expenses of £2,000 a year, but 
no notice of any limitation upon her spending power was given 
to the plaintiffs. They brought’ their action against both 
husband and wife, for goode supplied on the wife’s order, and, 
having obtained judgment against the wife under order 14, 
they proceeded with the action against the husband. The 
case seems to have been based upon the joint liability of 
husband and wife, but, however natural such a joint liability may 
be since the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, it is not 
assisted by any presumption of law. The presumption above 
referred to operates to fix liability on the husband solely, and 
if the joint credit isto be pledged, express authority must be 
shewn. If, on the other hand, the action could be treated as 
raising several claims against husband and wife, the Court of 

P held that the claims were a matter of election, and since 
j t had been recovered against the wife separately, it was 
too late to go against the husband. The result shows that there 
is pressing need for clearing away the technicalities with which 
the subject is surrounded, so that in any given case justice may 
be done without regard to the form of the proceedings. 





Ir wovtp seem, from a case now pending in the Fifth 
Tribunal of the Seine, that the way of foreign debtors in 
France is hard. The action is brought by an American lady of 
considerable wealth to recover damages for wrongful imprison- 
ment. Goods had been supplied to her by a tradesman in Paris, 
and there was 4 dispute as to the price. The tradesman, acting 


the attachment of the lady’s lugg and other property in the” 
Hotel Chatham, where she was residing. The lady, wishing to 
leave Paris, placed her luggage under the care of Messrs. Coox: 
& Co., and started on the way to Cherbourg. She was soon 

after arrested at the suit of her creditor on a charge of unlaw- 
fully dealing with his goods, and was detained in custody for five 

days. The amount claimed by the creditor was not large, and. 
it seems that the French law provides no machinery: 
enabling a defendant who is not domiciled in France to give. 
bail for the amount claimed from him or to pay the money into 
court. 








The Phrase, 


‘“‘As if she had died intestate and without having 
been married.” 
I. 


Ta1s common form in conveyancing has been the subject of 
dispute in at least eleven Chancery causes. Ten related to its 
use in settlements ; one to its use in a will. That fact seriously 
challenges the fitness of the phrase for the purpose of a com- 
mon form—a form that every practitioner in conveyancing may 
use without hesitation in preparing documents of a definite 
kind which are in frequent use. In order to fulfil their pur- 
pose such forms need, besides grammatical precision, the 
sanction of long employment by masters in the art. If they 
have also the sanction of judicial approbation their qualifica- 
tion for their functions is still further assured. The value of 
such forms to the myriad of lawyers who are charged with 
the duty of preparing conveyances, creations of trusts, and 
contracts is inestimable. It is only when draftemen have such 
forms ready for use that they can in the time—often very short 
—at their disposal, deal efficiently with their particular 
problems. These forms are the ready-made part of the 
structures they have to build. The phrase now in question is 
part of a trust needed in every marriage settlement of a 
woman’s fortune—a kind of settlement far more frequently 
made than any other. Many such must be made daily. The 
trust in which the phrase is used is that which more often than 
any other gives trouble to the lawyers concerned, and some of 
the cases above mentioned deny that the phrase operates as 
those who use it intend it to operate. Attention was drawn to 
the matter by a writer in the osseli: Journal in 1894 (vol. 
38, p. $20); but several of the decisions concerning the form 
have been given since that article appeared, and questions are 
raised by the trusts and the decisions which need investigation 
and such solution as reasoning can accomplish. 

The writer of 1894 predicted that one of the decisions on 
which he commented must authorize such an one as has been 
made by Mr. Justice Kexewicn in the current year—a decision 
which wholly defeats the intended operation of the words. That 
writer also noted the absence in the reports—an absence con- 
spicuous also in the later ones—of any reference to conveyancing 
books or forms. He hoped for a review of the matter by the 
Court of Appeal, but no such review has been made. 

The questions for investigation and solution are: What has 
been decided? What have been the reasons for the decisions? 
How far are those decisions and reasons justified by acknow- 
ledged principles of law? Whether the accepted common forms 
need any, if any what, changes? 

The investigation needs a preliminary statement of the series 
of trusts in one of which the phrase is used. 

A normal iage settlement of personalty contains four 
successive series of trusts. The first and second are designed 
to preserve the capital and direct the enjoyment of the income 
during the lives of the spouses; the and fourth to shew 
what, after their deaths, are to be the destinations of the several 
settled funds. Of these, the third describes the issue who may 
take and how they may take; and the fourth the persons to 
whom, in default of such issue, the s¢veral funds may in the 
several possible events devolve. The general gre of the 
third series of trusts is to provide for ali such issue of the 
marriage as may need to be provided for ; that of the fourth is 





under rule 822 of the Code of Procedure, obtained an order tor 


to restore, in default of such issue, and as nearly as may be, the 
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antenuptial ownership of the settlors respectively, These last 
may be called restoring trusts. The second and third sets of 
trusts—those for the spouses and their issue—are the settlement 


itself. 
, The trusts for issue are two. One enables the spouses and 
the survivor of them to dispose of the funds as they please 
among their descendants, even to some or one only in exclusion 
of others. The other, intended to take effect so far as the 
ents may not put the first into operation, is for such children as 
shall attain twenty-one or, being daughters, marry. For sons 
who do not attain twenty-one and for daughters who do not 
attain that age or marry, the settlement does not provide. 
The practice of thus limiting the class of objects has long 
revailed, and it has the approval of the Court ; first, implicitly 
in deciding what children of specified parents are entitled to 

rtions: Poulet v. Poulet (1 Vern. (1683) 204; (1685) 321), 
ov, L.J., in Remnant v. Hood (2 De G. F. & J. (1860) 
$96, 410, 412); secondly and expressly when settling a ward’s 

onalty: Peachey Settlements, 790, 805; and again, when 
irecting performance of articles for a settlement: Cogan v. 
Duffield (1876, 2 Oh, D. 44). 

The reasons for thus limiting the class are these. A child 
who dies in minority and being a girl without being married 
does not, with the possible exception mentioned: below, need a 
share. Whatever such achild might take, being that child’s 
property, will at his or her.death need administration, involving 
the payment of expenses and death duty. If both parents die 
before the child, the child’s brothers and sisters if any—includ- 
ing any of the half-blood—vwill, after payment of those expenses 
and duty, succeed to the residue of the deceased child’s share. If 
the father dies before the infant, but the mother survives, she will 
participate with the other children, if any, in the deceased child’s 
property, which, if that child has been entitled expectantly to a 
share of the settled fund, will include that share. If the father 
survives the child, he will take its share, or if the child was an 
only one, the whole fund, in exclusion of the other children and 
of the mother, from whom the fund was derived. None of these 
devolutions accords with the settlor’s presumable wishes. The 
last wholly disappoints them. 

The possible exception above referred to is that of a son who 
marries and dies under age leaving issue. Such a son, unless 
his parents have appointed in his favour or in favour of his 
issue, does not take under the usual trusts for issue, nor does 
his surviving issue. Possibly such a son might be an only 
child, and under the restoring trusts until lately in use, the 
whole of his mother’s settled fortune might pass to her collateral 
relations while she had grandchildren living. -The contingency 
may be very improbable (8 Dav. Conv., 3rd ed., 143), but it is 
possible, Mr. Jarman thought it should be guarded against 
(9 Jarm. By., 2nd ed., 196), and others have mentioned it. 
Housman Select Precedents, p. 365; Vaizey Settlements, 
1230. The fear of encouraging such marriages, the increase 
in the length of a settlement provision for such a case would 
entail, the unlikelihood of the occurrence of such a case, and as 
Jarman noted (whi supra) the incapacity, since partly removed, 
of a male infant’s settling his fortune on marriage, combined to 
initiate, and the subsequent non-occurrence of the possible 
disaster perpetuated a practice, which may involve the devolu- 
tion of a woman’s fortune to her colla' relations while she 
has descendants. These remarks, though important to the 
question, whether the trusts until lately usual are perfect, are 
irrelevant to questions concerning the meaning of sa trusts. 
Their omission to provide, in default of appointment by the 
parents, for a son or issue of a son who marries and dies under 
twenty-one is deliberate and so sanctioned as above described. 
The issue those trusts do provide for are all the issue of the 
ae for whom the settlor intends to provide. ; 

All the issue of the marriage who are intended to be provided 
for by the settlement alone being so made objects of the trusts 
for children, the restoring trusts to take effect in default of such 
issue follow. Those of the wife’s fortune are three. The first 
enables her to give the property by will to whomsoever she 

; the segond gives her the property absolutely if she 
survives her husband; and the third is a trust, if she dies 
her husband and in so far as she may not have disposed 
ot the property by will, for the persons or person who if she had 


died entitled thereto intestate and without having been married 
would have become — to it under the “ee. —_ 
practice of thus drawing the restoring trusts is sufficiently 
general to form the rule: Mr. Wazzy, 3 Dav. Conv. (2nd ed., 
1861), 138, 189, (3rd ed., 1873) 182, 190. It purports and is 
intended to exclude children who do not attain twenty-one, or, 
being girls, marry. : 
Restoring trusts supposed to have the operation above 
described have been in use for more than a century (3 B. O. O. 
316); but during the earlier decades of the last the words of 
the trust usually were: ‘‘In trust for the next-of-kin of [the 
wife] according to the statutes for the distribution of intestate’s 
effects as if she had de this life unmarried and intestate ” ; 
Bird’s Precedents of Settlements (1801), 7; 7 Barton’s Convey- 
ancing (1824), 519. At that time the common acceptation in 
language of the word “ unmarried” was ‘never having 
been married”: Lord AtvantEy, M.R. (1797, 3 Ves. 454); 
see also Lord Tuurtow, ©. (1791, 3 B. O. O. 318); Smap- 
weit, V.C.E., and Lord Corresnam, O. (1839, 4 Jur. 453); 
Suapwett (1841, 12 Sim. 326); Kuvpsrstey, V.O. (1853, 22 
L. J. Oh. 583; 1861, 1 Dr. & Sm. 354); Lord Wenstzypats 
(1861, 9 H. L. 0. 618). That such is the primary meaning of 
unmarried has been much more recently ized in constru- 
ing wills: Dalrymple v. Hall (1881, 16 Ch. D. 715; Re Sergeant 
(1883, 26 Oh. D. 575. Lord Corrennam, however, had, in 1839 
(ubi supra) mentioned Doe v. Rawding (1819, 2 B. & Ald. 441), 
as having decided that ‘‘ unmarried” was a word of flexible 
meaning, and in 1833 Mr. Jarman had su the use, in the 
restoring trust of a woman’s property, of the more explicit 
words ‘‘ died without having been married.” By the then modern 
interpretation of the words “ died unmarried” he said “the 
main scheme of the trust would be defeated”: 9 Jarm. By. 


Conv, (2nd ed.), 277. : 

Mr. Janman’s suggestion was quickly adopted, and his phrase 
has been used by all the precedent writers whose works have 
attained a very wide circulation : 4 Martin’s Conveyancing (1844), 
p. 323; 3 Davidson’s Conveyancing (2nd ed., 1861), pp. 133, 
561; (3rd ed., 1874), pp. 191, 718; 2 Key & Elphinstone’s 
Precedents (8rd ed., 1890), 469 ; (6th ed., 1899), 482 ; (7th ed., 
1902), 486 ; Hayes’ Concise Conveyancer (2nd and 3rd eds. in 
1864 and 1882, by Coltman), pp. 240, 265; Sweet’s Precedents 
(4th ed., by Tucker and , 1886), p. 980; 2 Prideaux’s 
Precedents (7th ed., 1873), 176, 196; (11th ed., 1882), 225; 
6 Robbins’ Bythewood’s Conveyancing (1890), 549. The phrase 
is also printed in Peachey Settlements (1860), in the precedent 
of a settlement on the marriage of a ward in Chancery, p. 804. 
It is now found in almost all marriage settlements of wives’ 
fortunes. By some of the recent decisions ‘‘ the main scheme of 
the trust” has been again “ defeated.” 

The phrase was not intended to exclude issue of another 
marriage. JARMAN gave a warning against such a misuse of it. 
In the common case of the marriage of a spinster or of a child- 
less widow it cannot operate too extensively, if the whole series 
of usual trusts is used; but the phrase would be equally 
effective for its ordinary P if there were added to it the 
words “to the said [intended husband]”. That addition would 
reduce its operation to the scope which a marriage settlement 
needs and justifies. Itis nota proper function of such a settle- 
ment to provide for other issue that of the age, or to 
exclude such other issue from the benefit of a restoring trust. 
The above addition to Janman’s phrase as a common form would 
make it innocuous where the series of trusts is not perfect or 
the wife has issue at the date of the settlement of whose existence 
the draftsman is not informed. If this addition had been made 
to the phrase in the settlements with which the decisions to be 
considered were concerned, the litigation determined in most 
of those cases could not, and in every one of them probably 
"ts shoeld be noted that the meaning in the third restoring 

0 no e meaning in the 
trust of the words “‘as if she had died without having been 
married” and its operation, in excluding from the benefit of 
that trust children who do not live to become entitled under 
the express trusts for issue, is clear to la and has been 
fully apprehended by several generations of : 2 Jarm. 
wait, Lords 


By. (2nd ed.), 278; Sir L. CorrerHamM, 
Cranworrs, and Wanstzypatg and Sir Grornox Jxssax (4 Jur 
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453; 9 H. L. O. 612, 618; 13 Ch. D. 495); Sir J. Ourrry 
(55 L. T. N. 8. 317). Of course their operation is not equally 
clear to settlors themselves, but of that account cannot be 
taken in interpreting the settlements containing them. In the 
absence of reasons for supposing that the advisers of the settlors 
have not given to the latter all necessary explanations, the 
Court must assume that that duty has been performed. This 
difference, however, will be again mentioned in the inquiry 
whether it may not be expedient to provide in settlements for 
issue of sons who marry and die minors. J. 8. V. 
( Zo be continued.) 








Underground Water. 


Tue judgment of Farwett, J., in the recent case of Bradford 
ation v. Ferrand (1902, 2 Ch. 655) is interesting both from 
the nature of the subject with which it deals, and also for the 
somewhat unusual inquiry which the learned judge undertook 
into the meaning of jus nature ; a phrase familiar enough in 
works on jurisprudence, but not usually associated with the 
practical application of law in this country. The question which 
ked the inquiry was a refinement of that which was 
i in the leading case of Chasemore v. Richards (7 H.L. C. 
349). There, as is well known, the House of Lords decided 
that the right of a riparian owner not to have the sources of his 
water supply interfered with extended only to water flowing ina 
defined channel, whether on the surface of the land or 
underground; and that he had no right of action for 
interference with underground water which percolated through 
the strata of the earth in no defined channel. But in that 
case it was not necessary to consider whether, in order to 
found the rights of the riparian owner, it was necessary that 
the underground channel should be known as well as defined. 
This is the point which arose in the present case before 
Farwztt, J., and to determine it the learned judge had to 
consider what was the real principle underlying the jus nature 
referred to in Chasemore v. Richards. 

The idea of the right to a watercourse depending upon the 
law of nature was prominently put forward by Lord Wenstey- 
DALE in his judgment in that case. ‘It has been now 
settled,” he said, ‘‘ that the right to the enjoyment of a natural 
stream of water on the surface, ¢z jure nature, belongs to the 
proprietor of the adjoining lands, as a natural incident to 
the right to the soil itself, and that he is entitled to the benefit 
of it as he is to all the other natural advantages belonging to 
the land of which he is the owner.” The notion of referring 
the matter to the law of nature seems to have arisen in Shury 
v. Piggot (3 Bulst. 339), where Wurrtock, J., said: “‘A water- 
course doth not begin by prescription, nor yet by assent, but 
the same doth begin ez jure nature, having teking this course 
naturally, and cannot be averted.” And this passage was 
referred to in Rawstron vy. Taylor (11 Ex. 369), where it was 
decided that the right of the riparian owner did not extend to 
surface water not flowing in any defined channel. But although 
the right to a watercourse is said to be a natural right or to 
spring out of the jus natura, it was held in Chasemore v. Richards 
and Rawstron v. Taylor that the law of nature only gives this 
right when the water flows either upon or underneath the ground 
im a defined channel. 

Does, then, the jus naturz give the right to water flowing in a 
defined channel merely because it is defined, or is it necessary 
that the channel should be not only defined, but known? And 
before answering this question Farweit, J., put another, 
What is the meaning of jus naturz?” The instinct of the 
lish lawyer prompts him to reply that there is no euch thing 
law of nature, but there the term stands in the cases. It 

been used for the purpose of justifying the decisions, and in 
any further development of the law the notion has to be reckoned 
i “TI have come t the enclusion,” said Farweu, J,, 
“ that jus nature in used in these cases as expressing the prin- 
Gyle in Vnglish law which is akin to, if not derived from, the 
jus naturale A Boman law. Yaglish law is, of course, quite inde- 
A Toman law, but the conception of aequum ot bonum and 

the rights flowing therefrom which are included in jus naturale 
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underlie a great part of English common law; although it 
not usual to find ‘the law of nature’ or ‘ natural law’ referrg 
to in so many words in English cases.” And after referring § 
various instances of the application of equitable consideratioy 
by common law judges, F'arwett, J., concluded: ‘‘I am 
therefore, introducing any novel principle if I regard jus natura, 
on which the right to running water rests, as meaning tha 
which is aeguum et bonum between the upper and lower pro. 
prietors.”” 

The change in the Latin is helpful. Wecan now hand bag 
the jus nature to the jurists, and let them carry on the perennial 
controversy as to whether it is an actual entity or no. We mus 
also avoid the error of supposing that the new phrase aequum ¢ 
bonum is going to lead us away to equity and the Chancellor's 
conscience. We are at common law, though in the Chancery 
Division, and we are asking about a common law doctring, 
What is it to be? Must the defined channel be known or not? 
The common law has not yet been formulated on the point, aaj 
the only way to formulate it is, we are told, to ask what is the 
fair rule to be adopted under the circumstances between the 
parties whose interests are in conflict. But here we obviously 
have the foundation alike of law and equity. Adherence t 
this rule by a succession of enlightened judges tends to make 
the law the perfection of common sense. Where the law lapse 
into injustice the reasons are historical and technical. 

In deciding the case before him on this ultimate ground of 
fairness and convenience, Farwett, J., had the guidances 
of the decision of the Irish Court of Appeal in Zwart 
v. Belfast Poor Law Guardians (9 L. R. Ir. 172). If rights of 
watercourse exist in respect of water flowing underground in 
defined but unknown channel, then no surface proprietor can 
safely dig in his land. He never knows when, by so doing, 
he may come upon the defined channel, and by diverting the 
water render himself liable in damages. This consideration was 
strongly urged in the judgment of Patzzs, O.B., in the case 
just referred to, and was regarded by Farwett, J., as practi- 
cally decisive that the rights do not exist. And the result, as he 
pointed out, is supported by the American decisions. Upon the 
question of ‘‘ aequum et bonum” it is, of course, very pertinent 
to inquire what view has prevailed with other competent 
authorities. The judgment establishes, therefore, that there is 
no right in underground water running in a defined channd 
where the channel is unknown; but the chief interest of the 
case lies, perhaps, not so much in the particular result, as in the 
very instructive manner in which the law of nature is introduced 
and—shall we say ?—explained away. 
















































Reviews. 


Early Municipal Records. 


Bsverty Town Documents. Edited for the Selden Society by 
ArTHuk F. Leacu, Barrister-at-Law, Assistant Charity Uom- 
missioner. Bernard Quaritch. 


The Selden Society have found a good subject for research in the 
Beverly records, and the above volume—which we ought to have 
noticed earlier—forms an important addition to the series of publica- 
tions which the society has given to the world. Beverly, the editor 
remarks in his introduction, to-day is a small market town 
with 6 ish church a great deal too big for it, but in the 
fourteenth century and earlier its condition was very different. The 
minster was then a great ecclesiastical centre under the Archbishop 
of York, and the town stood eleventh in population in the kingdom. 
The earliest charter, — by Archbishop Thurston of York, date 
approximately from 1130, and gave to the men of Beverly all the 
liberties which had been grauted by an earlier, but not extant, 
charter to York. The chief feature in the municipal constitution was 
the government of the town by twelve keepers (custodes), though for 
& time in the fourteenth century a determined effort was made two out 
the keepers in favour ot an alderman and two chamberleins, The firs 
document printed in the book, under the title of ‘‘ Tne Great Charter d 
the Community,” is a formal declaration by the keepers in 1359 ot the 
constitution customs of the towa. But side by side with the tows 
documents there are the records of the various guilds, and these afford 
much information as to early town life, Foremost was the Merchants’ 
Mercers’ Guild, the order ond statutes of which were formally ins 
and coved by the twelve keepers in 1446, and a very prominent 
place in the various guild records is taken by the description of thelr 
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ies in respect of the plays and procession on Corpus Christi Day. 
en guild hed to have its appointed play ready and stage erected 
for that day, and a curious custom existed for each to build a wooden 
“castle” —apparently a kind of coronation stand—from which tc witness 
the procession. On these stands the guildamen sat in their liveries in 
themorning while theshrine was carried from the minster to St. Mary’s 
Church, the litany being sung in the procession. After it had 
there was a dinner, and on the return journey of the shrine in the 
afternoon, the guildsmen left their castles, mounted their horses, and 
followed the procession on horseback. Some of the longest of the 
ild ordinances concern these matters, which were obviously deemed 
of great interest and importance. A curious regulation as to car- 
ters and tilers required that from Easter to the 15th of August 
they should begin work at 4a.m. on every working day, and leave 
off at seven in the evening, with the following in : At 6 a.m. 
a quarter of an hour for drinking ; at 8, half-an-hour for breakfast ; 
at 11, an hour and a-half to dine and sleep ; and at 3 p.m. half-an- 
hour for drinking. For the rest of the year the hours were from 
dsybreak till dark, with similar intervals. Mr. Leach’s introduction 
is an excellent guide to the meaning of the documents which he has 
edited, and the volume is one of the most interesting of an interesting 





Company Law. 


Tae HANDY Book ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF JoINT Stock Com- 
PANIES INCORPORATED UNDER THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 To 1900, 
WITH FORMS AND PRECEDENTS: BEING A MANUAL FOR SECRETARIES 
AND OTHERS INTERESTED IN THE Practica LEGAL MANAGEMENT 
OF THE BusINESS OF A CoMPANY. By ANTHONY PULBROOK, 
Solicitor. TairRD EDITION, REVISED AND REWRITTEN. Effiogham 
Wilson. 


Common COMPANY ForMS: BEING A SERIES OF PRACTICALPRECEDENTS 
REQUIRED IN THE INCORPORATING, MANAGING, AND VOLUNTARY 
WINDING UP OF COMPANIES UNDER THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862-1900. 
With ExPLANATORY NoTES AND DIREcTIONS. By ANTHONY 
PuLBROOK, Solicitor. Effingham. Wilson. 


The former of these books has been re-written so as to embody the 
effect of the Companies Act, 1900, and Mr. Pulbrook states that he 
has endeavoured to accomplish this ‘‘in such a manner as to carry 
out in its entirety his original idea that the book should enable any- 
one unacquainted with the intricate and voluminous provisions of 
the numerous Acts to take part in the formation and management 
of acompany from its birth to ite dissolution.” He deals successively, 
therefore, with the various matters as they arise in chronological 
order, and he does this in a manner calculated to give the reader a 


seeneey o° Bp 86 and 87 of the effect of the recent decisions of the 
House of Lords on interference with contracts and with employment. 
It seems to us that the results which have been arrived at are 
excellently put, and shew well the distinction between Allen v. Flood 
(1878, App. Cas. 1), Quinn v. Leathem (1901, App. Cas. 495), and the 
Mogul case (1892, App. Cas. 25). 


Books Received. 


Ruling Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by Roszrr 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Assisted by Other Members of 
the Bar. With American Notes by Invine Brownz and Lzonarp 
A. Jonzs. Vol. XXVL.: Index and Table of Cases. Prepared by 
Epwarp Manson, of London; Revised by Joun M. Govuxp, of 
Boston, Mass. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Practical Exposition of the Principles of Equity, Illustrated b 
the Leading Decisions Thereon. For Students and Paneitlionns. 
By H. ArTuur SmirH, M.A., LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. 
Third Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Tntroduction to the Study of the Law of the Constitution. By 

Sixth Rditi 





A. V. Dicey, K.C, B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. 
Macmillan & Co. (Limited). Price 10s. 6d. net. 


A Compendium of the Law of Torts. Specially Adapted for the Use 
of Students. By Hucn Fraser, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. 


Fifth Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Bankers’ Advances on Mercantile Securities other than Bills of 
Exchavge and Promissory Notes. By ARTHUR REGINALD BurreR- 
WORTH, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Redress by Arbitration: a Digest of the Law Relating to Arbitra- 
tion and Awards, In ing the Arbitration Act of 1889, and 
Decisions of the Courts Thereon. By H. Foutxks Lywcu, Solicitor. 
Fourth Edition. Revised by D. F. Dz 1’ Hoste Rawxnrye, M.A., 
LL.D, Effingham Wilson. 


The Stamp Laws: Being the Stamp Acts of 1891, with the Acts 
Amending and Extending the Same, including the Fimance Act, 1902, 
together with other Acts Imposing or ing to Stamp Duties on 
Instruments, or Granting Exemptions from Stamp Duties, and Notes 
of the Decided Cases ; also an Introduction and an contain- 
ing Tables shewing the Comparison with the Antecedent Law. By 
NATHANIEL J. HicHMORE, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Modern Education: Its Defects and Remedies. By Jonny Grsson, 
M.A., and H. G. CouckersurTrty, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Cornzh & 

Ds. 


practical insight both into the legal and the business side of the | So 


subject. The important subject of the issue of prospectuses, for 
instance, is treated with much care, and the matter is illustrated by 
the insertion, in parallel columns, of a specimen form of prospectus 
with notes calling attention to the various requirements of the Act 
of 1900, The chapter on underwriting shews that the author has a 
strong objection to this form of flotation, which, however, has now 
been expressly sanctioned by the islature. The book concludes 
with some practical advice to shareholders, which should act as a 
useful warning, especially in cases where speculative properties are 
in question. 

The second of the above volumes contains a series of forms which, 
we gather, the author had for his own purposes accumulated ia the 
course of his practice. It does not give a full set of articles of 
association, this being forbidden by considerations of space, but it 
contains several special clauses for insertion in common form articles. 
One of these provides for the summary removal of an unsuitable 
director, and Mr, Pulbrook explains that it was suggested 

a@ case in which a director was wont to aseault any other 

tor who did not act as he wanted, so that the other directors not 
unnaturally refused to meet him, and the company was ruined. 
Forms are given dealing with the issue of shares, the ig of reso- 
lutions, the trading operations of the company, and other matters. 
The form for a bill of exchange contains a summary of cases in 
which directors and others have been held liable by reason of the 
form of signature. Both volumes may usefully be referred to in the 
practical management of companies, 


The Law of Torts, 
A Compznprum or tHe Law or Torts, SPECIALLY ADAPTED FOR THE 


Use or Srupents. By Huon Fraser, M.A., LL.D , Barrister-at- 
Law. Firrn Eprrion, (Sweet & Maxwell, Limited), 


We are not surprised to see that Mc, Fraser's useful little work on 
torts has reached a fifth edition, It is concise and clear in statemeat 
and just the kind of book to assist the student in the « of more 
comprehensive works. We may call attention in to the 





— 





The Lawyer’s Companion and Diary and London and Provincial 
Law Directory for 1903, with Tables of Costs, New Stamp Duties, 
Time-Tables of the Courts, Index to Practical Statates, Public 
Statutes of 1902, Legal Business of the Months, Oaths in Supreme 
QG.urt, the Legacy and Saccession Duties, Interest, Discount and 
other Tables, &c., &. Edited by E. Layman, B A., Barrister-at- 
— Fifty-seventh Annual Issue. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Shaw 
& Sons. 


New York State Library (Melvil Dewey, Director) 
Legislation 17, Digest of Governor’s 
Topics in the President's Messages, the Ist of i 
of April, 1902. Edited by Rossrt H. Wurrrsn, Soci Librarian. 
Albany: University of the State of New York. 





Correspondence. 
Land Transfer—Acknowledgment of Right to 
Production. 


[Te the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Referring to your correspondents’ letter ia last week's 
Journal, may we paint out that it would be almost, if not quite, 
useless to insert an acknowledgweat in the instrament of transfer, as 
that is filed at the Land Registry, and would not be available for 
uotion when wanted with ut considerable trouble. It is almost 
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Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Perpetuity.—According to the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Whitby v. Mitchell (38 W. R. 337, 44 Ch. D. 85), the old rule 
against ‘‘a ibility upon a possibility ’’ still applies to legal limit- 
ations of te, so that an estate cannot be limited by way of 
remainder, after a life estate to an unborn person, to the children of 
such unborn person. The rule is quite independent of the rule 
against perpetuities, and such a limitation is not rendered valid 
by the circumstance that it is restricted to take effect within 
the time allowed by the latter rule. The doctrine of ‘‘a possibility 
upon a possibility ’’ applies, however, only to real estate, and is 
excluded from affecting personal estate for the reason that in personal 
estate there is no such thing as a legal remainder. Consequently 
limitations of personal estate are restricted only by the rule against 

ities, and if the exercise of a power of appointment conforms 
to this rule, it is no objection that it creates interests in favour of 

who, at the date of the instrument creating the power, were 
in the position of unborn children of an unborn child.—RE BowLzs 
(Farwell, J.) (1902, 2 Ch. 650). 

Purchase by Trustee.—The rule that s trostee is incapacitated 
from purchasing the trust estate is not terminated by the mere i 
of a contract for sale to an independent purchaser; and the purchaser 
bo gy Pw 7 alin «aie ae the contract is 

ither his ing @ conveyance or by ing the 
purchase-money ; nor, of course, is he free to sell then, if there is 
anything in the transaction of the nature of collusion. Hence, if 
before completion the purchaser contracts to sell the property to one 
of the trustees, this is a contract the performance of which wi 
involve a breach of trust, and he can neither specifically enforce it 
against the trustee, nor can he require that the trustee’s name shall 
be imserted in the conveyance as his nominee.—DELVES v. GRAY 
(1902, 2 Ch. 606). 

Company Law. 


Banking Account—Transfer to Managing Director's Account. 
— Wheres company has an account with a bank and at the same bank 
its managing director has his own private account, a cheque on the 
company’s sccount (signed by the managing director with a general 
power to sign cheques) in favour of the director himself may be 
honoured by transferring muney from the company’s account to the 
director's account (although overdrawn) without there beiog any duty on 
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admitted as members without an interval of at least forty-eight 
hours between their nomination and admission ” ; and a third, “‘ that 
the supply of intoxicating liquors to the club is not under the control 
of the members or the committee appointed by the members.” This 
provision will oblige many clubs to overhaul their rules. The court, 
when striking a club off the register, may direct that the premises 
shall not be used, for a —— period, for the purpose of a club 
requiring registration. ete is also an enactment that a search 
warrant may in certain cases of suspicion be granted, under which the 
police may enter a club by force, tals sunat oal addresses of persons 
found there, and seize books and papers.—LicENsING Act, 1902 (2 
Ed. 7, c. 28), ss. 24-32, 34. 

Debentures—Oovenant to Pay Interest.—Where the rate of 
interest is more than 4 per cent., the insertion in the debenture of 
& covenant to pay the interest ‘“‘ upon so much of the principal as 
sball remain unpaid after” the day fixed for payment of tne priacipal 
will enable the debenture-holder to retain his security (notwith- 
standiog judgment) until the sega with interest at the rate 
mentioned in the covenant, been paid.— Economic Lire 
[irate Socrery v. UsBorNE (H.L., Nov. 14, 1901) (1902, A. C, 
147). 

Director of Bank—Alleged Fraudulent Appropriation.—On a 
statute of the Isle of Man Legislature, which is in the same language 
as section 81 of the Larceny Act, 1861, it was held that a director 
of a bank who had overdrawn an accovnt irregularly opened io his 


name, was not properly convicted of fraudaleatly mieappropriating — 


the moneys of the bank, there being no evidence that he had mis- 
appropriated any one draft to his own use in fraud of the right of 
wer to the money.—NELSON v. THE Kina (P.C., Feb. 12) (1902, 
. 250). 
Directors—Profits as Agents.—The dictum of Mellish, L.J., in 


will | Parker v. McKenna (L. RB. 10 Ch. 96, 125) (a case as to directora) that 


“‘ aslong as the contract [of sale] remains executory, and the trustee 
or sgent has power either to enforce it or to rescind or alter it, as long 
as it remains in’ that state, he cannot repurchase the property jrom 
his own purchaser except for the benefit of his principal ” applied 
aslaw. It bad previously been applied by Cozens-Hardy, J., in Yeo 
v. Hurt, the 5th of May, 1899.—DELvzEs v. Gray (Byrne, J., July 
Tth) (1902, 2 Ch. 606). 

Increase of Oapital—Stamp Duty.—Where existing capital is 
cancelled and new capital of ter amount is created and allotted 
to the holders of the can capital (although the effect isto give 
each holder the same dividend tbat he had on his original holding), this 
is ‘‘ an increase of the nominal share capital” on which stamp duty is 
payable. So decided on section 113 of the Stamp Act, 1891, which 
applies to companies under letters patent and statutes; but section 
112, which applies to limited liability companies uader the Act of 
1862, is to the same effect.—Mip.canp Raitway Co, v. ATTORNEY- 
GxnERAL (H.L., Feb. 25) (1902, A. C. 171), 


Criminal Law. 


Debtors Act, 1869, s. 11—Evidence—Intent to Defraud.—The 
defendant was indicted under several sub-sections of section 11 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, for not cimeroene, te, not delivering up to, and 
concealing from the trustee in his ban certain sums of money 
which he had received. He had in fact concealed these sums from 
the trustee, but he tendered evidence to shew that he had disclosed 


ip | the receipt thereof to his creditors before adjudication at & private 


meeting. This evidence was rejected, and after conviction a caso 
was stated. Held by the Oourt of Crown Cases Reserved that the 
evidence was wrongly rejected, as it was admissible to negative the 
intent to defraud.—Rzx v. Wiseman (66 J. P. 40). 

Bale of Food and Drugs Acts—Service of Summons on Regis- 
tered Company.—The appellants were a limited company, a. 
on busisess in various parts of England, and having a regis 
office in London. - P. 6 were taken against the appellants 
under the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, for an offence to 
have been committed in Canterbury, and the summons was served 
upon # servant of the capeene who ed the branch in that 
town. A solicitor appeared for the appellants before the justices and 
submitted that the service was bad. On his submission being over- 
ruled, the solicitor withdrew. Held, by Divisional Court, that the 
service was bad, as the summons have been served at the 

office in London, as provided by section 62 of the Companies 

Act, 1862, Held, also, that the appellant? had not waived the 
iy of service by 6 solicitor to appear for the sole 

arguing such ty.—Pxzanks, Guneton, & Tus 


UUcuseED) v, Kicnanpson (66 J, P. 119), 








Mr. Horace Avory, K.0., ls to be entertained at dinner on the 42nd of 


Bovermber by the members of the legal profession resident in Kingeton-on- 
Ttames ys of on as Heoordoy of Kingston-ou- 


colebration of hy appointment 
Thames, Mr, Buegg, K.U., has promised to provide. 
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Result of Appeals. 


Appeal Court I. 
The MASTER OF THE Roits and Romer and Matuew, L.JJ. 
(New Trial Paper.) 

Stone v. Brewis. Application of defendant for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated May 2, 1902, at 
trial before Mr, Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex. 
Dismissed with costs. Nov. 14. 

Goff v. Jones. Application.of defendant for judgment or new trial 
on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated May 7, 1902, at 
trial before Mr. Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middle- 
sex. Judgment entered for defendant. Nov. 14. 


Appeal Court II. 


VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, Stretine, and CozEens-Harpy, L.JJ. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re Charles Bright, No. 565 of 1901, Restored to list by order of 
the 11th of November, 1902. To stand over for fortnight. 


Nov. 14. 
Appeal Court I. 
Romer and Martuew, L.JJ. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

Hall v. Wright Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Darling, dated November 12, 1902 (by order). Dismissed with 
costs. Nov. 17, 

Whitbread v. Cannon Brewery Co. Ap 


order of Mr. Justice Ridley, da’ 
Dismissed with costs. Nov. 17. 


Goddard v. Bateman. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Darling, dated October 27, 1902. Injunction dissolved on under- 
takings by each side. Nov. 17. 

Innes-Baillie v. Binns and others. Appeal of plaintiff from order of 
_ Justice Jelf, dated October 16, 1902. Dismissed with costs. 

ov. 17. 


MoIntosh v. Van Houten. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. 
Justice Darling, dated November 6, 1902. Stand over to answer 
affidavit. Nov. 17. 

Appeal Court II. 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and Cozens-Harpy, LJJ. . 
(General List.) 


Wright v. Carter (to be mentioned on minutes). Terms of order 
agreed ; accounts and inquiry to be taken. Nov. 17. 


of defendant company from 
November 13, 1902 (by order). 


Appeal Court I. 
The MasTER OF THE Rots and Streiine and Cozens-Harpy, LJJ. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Waldron v. White. Appeal of E. Miller from order of Mc. Justice 


Darling, dated November 5, 1902 (by order). Committal order 
against Miller discharged without costs. Nov 18. 


Appeal Court II. 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMs, Romer, and Matruew, L.JJ. 
(General List.) 


In re Hunt. Leppard v. Morgan. zangene v. Pollard and Settled 
Land Acts, Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice 
Farwell, dated August 5, 1901. Ap t relieved from costs of 
originating summons; otherwise of court below not dis- 
turbed; costs below to abide taxation; trustees’ costs as 
between solicitor and client out of estate; no costs on appeal. 


Nov. 18, 
(Final List.) 


The Zillah Shipping Co. (Limited) v. The Midland Railway Co, 
Crown Side.) Appeal of defendants from jud t of the 
Chief Justice and Mr, Justice Lawrance, April 18, 

1901. Dismissed with costs, Nov. 18, 


(New Trial (taken in this Court).) 


Beltram v, The aaron, Aldermen, and Citizens of the City of 
Liverpool. Application of defendants for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, ay. 1902, 
at trial before Mr, Justioe Wills and a 1 en jury, Liverpool 
Dismissed with costs on opening. Nov, 18, 


Ls 91) 9 


Appeal Court L 
The MAsTER oF THE Rotts and Romer and Matuew, L.JJ. 
(New Trial Paper.) 

Bull v. The Mayor, &c., of Shoreditch. Application of pee iff for 
‘Selina te cate tod tae from verdict j 
dated January 28, 1902, at before Mr. Justice i 
and » common jury, Middlesex. Judgment entered for plaintiff, 
with costs of appeal and below; transcript of notes allowed ; 
stay refused. Nov. 19. 

The Columbus Co. (Limited) v. Labouchere and Another. Applica- 
tion of plaintiffs for judgment or new trial on appeal from 
verdict and judgment, dated June 7, 1902, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with 
costs. Nov.:19. “ 

Hamlyn =a eared 7 ri her coreg for 
or new on from judgmen' 

1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Kennedy, and a special 
London. Dismissed with costs. Nov. 19. 

Wightwick v. The Absolute Life Assurance Co. (Limited). i 
eS ee 2 ae «oe ee 
verdict an judgment, ebruary , , at before 
the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex (restored). 
Dismissed ; costs to be paid by liquidator personally; £150 in 
court to be paid out. Novy. 19. 


Appeal Court II. 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, STIRLING, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ. 
(Original Motions.) 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re Charles Bright (No. 565 of 1901). To be mentioned on minutes of 
. Order varied, with leave to petitioning creditor 
ication of defendant C. D. Clayton 
to advance Appeal No. 48 and to follow next after No. 45. 

Broome v. 8; i 


peak Application 
Appeal No. 46 and to follow No. 48. pli 
costs of appeal; two defendants to 


Appeal Court II. 


(Interlocutory List.) 
Booth v. The New Afrikander Gold Mining Co. (Limited 
Appeal of the Gold Co. (Limited 
order of Mr. Justice Swi Eady, 
Treated as trial of action ; injunction 
ment of the £12,300 was not authorized 
and that it fell within section 8, sub-section 
Act, 1900; without prejudice to such 
company may have to claim paymen' 
section 1. Defendants to pay costs. Nov. 20. 
(Compiled by Mr. Anruvs F, Cuarrux, 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
BAILEY », THURSTON & 00. (LIM). No.1. lth Nor. 


Practrics —ArrsaL—Omrrtixre to Scrrixy Corpme or Jepes'’s Nerm— 
Awovsnuenr—PrasonaL Liasurry or Arrsiiant’s Solmrrmer ros 
Costs so Inovansp. 

Appeal by the defendants from a verdict and judgment entered for the 
tuff at trial of the action J 


to 
Broome v. Speak 
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I shall therefore adjourn the case, and all the costs thrown away by the 
adjournment must be pail by the defendants’ solicitor perronally. 

Later in the m g. the missing copies having been found on the 
judge's table, Cotims, M.R., said the copies had been found, and the 
appeal would be restored to its place in the list, and proceeded with that 
day subject to the case then being argued being finished. ]—Oovnset, 
Kemp, K.C., and Hanseil; Lord Coleridge, K.O., Macoun, and W. B. Smith. 
Soxicrrors, Gush. Phillips, Walters, § Welliams ; C. G. Champion. 

lReported by Exsxuvs Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


STONE v. BREWIS. No.1. 14th Nov. 


DrramMation—Lingt—Worps Capaste or A DeEraMATORY 
Measure or Damaces, 


Appeal by the defendant asking for judgment or new trial from a verdict 
and jad tt entered for the plaintiff at the trial of the action, which was 
for hbel, with £250 damages, heard before Grantham, J., and aspecial jury. 
The plaintiff was Mr. W. H E)phinstone Stone, a solicitor practising in 
the City, and the defendant was a former client of his. The glleged tibel 

on an envelope which was sent to the plaintiff by post on the 30th 
of November, 1991, and was as follows: “Larry Marks, Esq., book- 
maker and betting a,ent, care of’ the plaintiff. It was said that 
Larry Marks was a man t whom at that time a warrant had 
been taken out as having been mixed up with the Liverpool bank fraud 
case, and was supposed to have committed suicide by jumping from a 
steamer in mid-chapnel. The plaintiff said he had never had any transac- 
tions with Marks and only knew of his existence through the medium of the 
newspapers. The sending «f a letter for Marks addressed to his care would 
lead anyone into whose hand it might fall to think that he was in some 
way connected with Marks and knew his address. The defence was a 
denial that the words complained of were written by the defendant, and a 
plea that the words were not capable of a defamatory meanivg. Un the 
question of damages the plaintiff relied on the circumstance as shewing 
animosity on the defendant’s part of the publication of previous libels on 
him. The appeal was brought mainly on the ground that the words could 
not be defamatory—[Maruzew, L.J.—Why not? ‘“ Levi, you are wanted ”’ 
were, under the circumstances held to be lib-llous.|—because the words per 
se were pe harmless. The plaintiff had given no evidence of any 
—- Joes. and the damages were excessive and unreasonable. The 
that the plaint ff had recovered damages in previous actions for libel 
from the defendant was a circumstance that migat be considered by the 
ury im considering whether this was a libel or not, but they could 
not take that fact into consideration when arriving at the quanium 
of damages. There was no evidence that anyone into whose hands 
envelope came knew anything about Larry Marks or bis history. 
Capital and Countics Bank v. Henty (7 App. Cas. 741) shewed that, no such 
having been given, the jury were not entitled to consider the 
urrounding circumstances, but must take them per se. 
jury that the defendant published the alleged libel was 
of evidence. 
dismissed the appeal without hearing counsel for the 


thought there could be no sort of doubt about this 
J, had held that the document was capable of being 

and therefore it was for the jury to say, taking all the 
2s in consideration, whether in this case the words complained 
to a libel on the plaintiff. They had found that it was, and 
finding was fully justified The point taken, that no 
by the plaintiff as to the history of this Larry 
emical one and devoid of substance, as everyone 
circumstances under which he had mysteriously 
t for his arrest had been irsued. Thedefend- 
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the aamecner tea the jury against 
& series W the damages use 
letters already paid the penalty io 
&@ jury’s right to give vindictive 
on ver Se ws —e was ae of all 
ance jury suffered by the plaintiff. 

Sage cae not interfere with the finding of the jury, 


omen and Marurw, L JJ , concurred.—Covnsrr, Arthur Powell, K O 
ond Disturnal; Kemp, K.C., and M’Carthy, Sortcrrons, A. J. Isard: 
T. 4 M. Sparge. 

[Beported by Ezexruz Brio, Eey,, Barrster-at-Lav.) 


ZILLAH SHIPPING CO. (LIM) ¢ MIDLAND RAILWAY CO No. 2. 
6th aud 7th May; 14th diov. 


Sausrriso—Dexvnzsce—Coxsicures atso Dock Avrnoztry—Driay Osvsev 
wr Tuem Acts 2s Dock Avrnoxmtrr—Cvsroxu or Pout —Foum or Action 


This wae an appeal from « decision of a Divisional Court composed of 
Lord Alvertone, C J, and Lawrance, J., affirming a decision of s county 
court judge. The facts were as follows: The plaintiffs were the owners of 
8 steamship Which arrived at the port of Morecambe (which belongs io the 
Ghendent railway ) with a cargo of fron arareaees 0 Se railway 
omupay, According to the castom of the port the un sing was done by 
nee by the railway company at the expense of the plaintiffs; 
the unloading a delay of about twenty hours occurred, the 

ceed Suman of by sno salvey compons fon the paryocn of dsscharging 

& passenger sieamer which had arri plaintiffs accordingly com- 
a ~ - coeniiolaas demurrage in 

pemye 7. twenty hours’ delay. Toecounty court judgeyave juigmenttor 
the plaints, and the Dirislonel Court affiriaed this decom The railway 
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wae first before the court it was! dismissed 


argued that the railway compauy had a statutory righ: under the Act ot 
Parliament governing the port \o withdraw the men to unload the steamer ; 
but the court having directed this question to be investigated, it appeared 
that they had no such right. The appeal was accordingly further argued 
on the question as to the liability of the railway company under the bill of 
lading, the further point being taken that the action being brought against 
the railway company as consigaees.could not.be treated as an action against 
them as harbour authority. 

Tue Oovrt (VavuGHAN L.JJ ) 
dismies+d the appeal. ; 

Vaveuan Wiuams, LJ.. after stating the facts, said: The bill of 
lading does not defive the obligations of the company as consignees, but 
it is claimed that they, having provided men to discharge the cargo by 
means of cranes, &c., began to discharge it and then took off the men to 
discharge a passenger steamer, and are therefore liable. Agaiast this is 
is said that under the bill of lading there is no obligation, express or - 
implied, on the consignees to discharge the cargo, and if there were, the 
acts which interrupted the discharge were not done by the company as 
consignees but as dock company. I think that, in the absence of 
anything to limit it, tne railway company were under an obligation to 
discharge the cargo under this contract. The owners had to pay for the 
men employed, but apart from the question of expense there is an implied 
obligation on the company to provide men to discharge the cargo, and 
they having provided them and then taken them away are liable. As to 
the contention that the men were taken away by the railway company as 
dock owners, 1 think we ure not boundto make any such assumption in 
favour of the railway compary, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

Romer, L.J., concurred, and said that there were no pleadings to limit 
the ground on which the railway company were liable, and the plaintiffs 
were therefore entitled to make the company liable on any legal ground 
open to them. It would be lamentable to put the parties to the expense 
of new proceedings in which the plaintiffs must succeed. 

Maruew, L.J.—The obligation of the cons)gaees was to take delivery of 
the c within a reasonable time, aud there is nothing in the bill of 
lading to exclude the ordinary implication to this effect. Under the 
circumstances the railway company are clearly liable for demurrage. As 
to the form of the action, we are asked to take the view that the company 
as consignees are different’to the company «s dock authority; there is 
nothing in the bill of lading to support this.—Counset, Hugo Young, K.O. 
and J. D. Crawford; Carver, K.O., and H. R. Rathbone. Soxicttors, Beale 
$ Co. ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Batesons, Warr, § Wimshurst, Liverpool. 

{Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SCOTT. LANGTON v. SCOTT. No.2. 12th Nov. 


ApgempTion — Dovste Portions — Presumption — Girt or ReEstipuz — 
Apvances To Sons “‘ Inrer Vivos ’’—Guirrs ror Temporary Purposss. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. By his will, dated 
the 5th of June, 1891, the testator, John Scott, bequeathed to each of his 
daughters £5,000, to be retained by the trustees upon certain trusts in 
favour of them and their issue. Then, after devising certain portions of 
his 1eal estate to his sons John and Alfred, he devised and bequeathed his 
residue upon trust to convert and hold the net proceeds in trust for all his 
children who might be living at his death in such proportion that the 
share of each of hi« sons should be double the amount of the share of each 
of his daughters and that the shares of his daughters should be equal. 
And he declared that the sum of £5,000 already given to each of his 
daughters was not in any way to be brought iato account, but was to be 
retained by such daughter in addition to her share of the residuary estate. 
And if any child should die in his (the testator’s) lifetime leaving a child 
who should attain twenty-one, or being a daughter should marry, the last- 
mentioned child should take the share which his ot her parent would have 
taken in his residuary trust estate if such parent had survived him. On 
the 3rd of August, 1892, the testator wrote to his son Alfred that he had 
placed £5,000 to his order. From an affidavit sworn by two of the 
tertator’s daughters it appeared that the testator spoke of this sum of 
£5,000 as a gift to his son, and that they understood that it should 
be on the same footing as the sum of £5,000 given to each of 
his daughters. On the 7th of June, 1894, the testator made a codicil to 
his wil!, in which he made no mention of the gift to Alfred, but concluded 
by confirming his will. In 1866 the testator took his son John intu 
partnership with him. He did not advauce him any capital, but it was 
arranged that a proportion of his share of the profits should be 
accumulated as capital. For many years the profite of the business were 
very good, but for some years prior to 1897 they fell off, with the result 
toat Johu Scott, junior’s, expenditure exceeded his income, eo that he had 
to draw on his capital. In these circumstances Mr. John Scott, junior, 
r. quested his fatuer to make him an advance similar to what he had made 
to bis other children, and on the 3lst of August, 1897, the testator trans- 
ferred £5,000 to his son’s account in the books of the firm, and on the 
21st of September, 1897, the further sum of £1,500 was also transferred to 
. According to a jetver written by the son, this 
latter eum was given for the purpose of reducing a mortgage on the son's 
house John Scott, junior, died on the 22nd of January, 1899, leaving oné 
daughter him surviviog, who had attained the age of twenty-one years. 
‘The testator died on the 12th of May, 1899. ‘The present summons wus 
taken out by the trustees of the testator’s will to have it ascertained 
whether the sume of £5,000, £5,000, and £1,500 advanced to the testator’s 
sons Alfred and Jobn ougnt to be brougat into account in the division of 
the testator’s residuary estate Kekewich, J., held that these sums 
ought not to be brought into account. The testator’s daughters 


ne Covus (Vavonan Wiit1ame, Orrutine, and Oozuns-Haupy, L.JJ.) 
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the sums given to the other children, and there is therefore a primd facie 


' \rustee, and (it being admitted that there were no debts in existence) that 
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Vaveuaw Writs, L J.—We ere of opinion that the decision of 
Kekewich, J., aust be supported both as to the sums given to John and 
the sums given to Alfred. The question is whether the receipt of these 
gums by these two sons comes within the rule agaiast double a 8? 
that these sums have now to be brought into hotchpot. I the case 
js not within the rule against double portions. I will take the case of John 
first, and I willattempt to deal with it exactly on the basis laid down by 
Bowen, L.J., ia Lacon v. Lacon (39 W. BR. 514; 1891, 2 Ch. 482). According 
to that judgment we are entitled to consider the circamstances of this 
case and see whether the presumption against double portions is rebutted. 
I do not think it necessary to go through all the cases, but there have been 
plenty of cases in which the circumstances were such as to raise primd 
facie this presumption which has then been rebutted, and Lacon v. Lacon 
is itself a case of this kind.. That being +o, I have toconsider whether the 
father meant this particular sum of £5,000 as something on account of the 
son’s share of the fund which he was distributing by his will. Before 
coming to the conclusion that it was so intended we must see whether it 
was intended for the establishment of the son in life or for any of the 
pur which are detailed by Jessel, M R., in Zaylor v. Taylor (23 W. R. 
719, 20 Eq. 155). Now bere the object of the father was to relieve his son 
from debs, and taking all the circumstances together it seems to me 
that, even assuming that the amount of the payment, £5,000, was such 
as to raise a proméd facie presumption that the sum was an advance- 
ment, there is sufficient to displace that presumption and to leave 
toe sum a gift. As to the £1,500, that was clearly a payment by the 
father to relieve the son from a debt which might have been enforced 
against the son by his mortgsgees. It is therefore clearly not an 
advancement according to the rales laid down in Taylor v. Taylor. Ther 
as to the £5,000 given to Alfred, this sum was identical in amount with 


presumption that it is to be on the same basis. And in the case of Alfred 
you have the additional fact that after the date of the payment to him the 
testator made a codicil whereby he confirmed his will in all respects. [ 
think, therefore, that the judgment of the learned judge was right, and 
ought to be confirmed. 

Sriruina L J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Cozens-Harpy, LJ, agreed. His lordship said that no doubt the 
present decision involved this, that so far as there was a difference between 
the views expressed by Jessel, MR, in Zaylor v Taylor, and the view 
expressed by Wood, V.C., in Boyd v. Boyd (15 W. R. 1071, 4 Eq. 305), and 
by Pearson, J., in Blockley v. Blockley (33 W. R. T77, 29 Ch. D. 250), the 

was adopting the view expressed by Jessel, M.R., and his lordship 
thought that in doing so they were really following the view expreseed by 
the Court of Appeal in Lacon v. Lacon.—CounsxL, Younger, K.O., and 
Whitehead ; Warrington, K.C., and C. James; Renshaw, K.O., and £. 8. 
Ford ; Davenport. Soxictrors, Phelps, Sidgwick, ¢ Biddle; P. W. Chandler. 


[Reported by J, I. Srrativa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.! 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re VERRELL’S CONTRACT AND Re VENDOR AND PURCHASER ACT, 
1874, Kekewich, J. lith Nov. 


Venpor AND Purcnaser—Saz sy Execuror—Non-sxistence or Dests— 
Wueruer Sars as Executor on Tavstee—VeENnDoR AND Porcuaser ACT, 
1874 (37 & 38 Vier. c. 78), s. 9. 


Tois was a vendor and purchaser summons taken out by the purcha:er 
under the following circumstances: Ambroce Verrell by his will appointed 
his wife (the vendor) sole executrix and trustee, and gave all his 
tealand personal estate unto his trustee upon trusts for conversion and 
to invest the proceeds thereof, and after payment of his debts, funeral 
and testamentary expenses, to retain the income thereof for her own use 
during her widowhood, and after her dcath or second marriage upon the 
usual trusts in favour of the testator’s children. Toe will contained a 
proviso as follows: ‘‘ Provided always, and it is my wish that, unless 
circumstances otherwise require it, my leasehold estates shall not be con- 
verted during the life of my said wife or so long as she shall remain 
unmarried, but the income arising therefrom shall be paid to her 
as hereinbefore provided, and at her death or marriage I give my 
leasehold house number 20, Ferntower-road to my son Edward.’’ 
Oa the Ist of September, 1902, the vendor entered into an agreement to 
ell the leasehoid house 20, Ferntower-road to the purchaser, but the 
agreement did not disclose the fact that the vendor was in a 
representative capacity. After examination of the abstract of title, the 
purchaser took the objection that the vendor had no power to sell as 


the vendor could not se)l as executor. On behalf of the purchaser it was 
argued that the vendor could not adduce such a title as could be forced 
Up:n a purchaser, as the proviso in the will, coupled with the specific 
gut-over of the property to the son ‘‘ Hdward,”’ prevented the vendor 
reliing as trustee; and that as the peed had direct notice that there 
Were no debts in existence, the vend-.r could not sell as exeoutor. For the 
Vendor it was argued that the vendor could sell as exeoutor, even after the 
lapse of twenty years (Re Whistler (835 Oh D. 561), Re Venn and Purse's 
Contract (42 W. R. 440 ; 1894, 2 Oh, 101) ), and that che vendor could alao sell 
&s trustee, ay the proviso in the wilt only amounted to an expression of 
the testator’s wishes and was not sufficient to prevent the trustee selling 
if she thought fit, 

Kexewron, J., held that the vendor could not sell as trustee. There 
Was no absolure trust for sale, and the ciroumstances did not shew that a 


nothing to preveat an executor selling leaseholds even after a lapse of twenty 
years, But in the present case a peculiar circumstance existed—namely, 
pn edit a Me! had stated er gore eee, SP Sear 
existence, that vendor was not selling purpose of paying 
debts. This circumstance distinguished the it case from the two 
cases cited. It was clear that the present sale might have been made by 
the executor for the purpose of paying any expenses of administration, if 
such in fact existed, but there was no suggestion that there was any such 
expenses. His lordship accordingly made a declaration that a 
had not been made out.—Counset, &. H. R. Reewe; R. J. Woodfin, 
Soxicrrors, H. Mear ; Hoddinott ¢ Davis. 


[Reported by C. B. Camm, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


MACAULAY v. GLASS. Kekewich,J. 14th Nov. 


Practice —Evipence—P.iamtirr Resipsnt Asroap—OCommission To Take 
Piartirr’s Evipence ABRoap. 

This was an app‘ication by the plaintiff under a summons for directions 
for a commission to examine himself and other witnesses at Buluwayo. 
The circumstances were shortly as follows: The plaintiff resides ia 
Rhodesia and acts as engineer and manager of various mining companies 
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to be due to him upon the sale of certain farms and mining claims 
Rhodesia. Two of the defendants are resident in England, and 
Soe could not be pee aft Ror gees as 
on at country for the service al proceedings -upon 
resident in England. Tae plaintiff based tue present 
esata y grounds—(1) the expense of plaintiff himself 
England ; (2) the heavy ense of bringing witnesses to land ; ( 
feok thas one munterial witeuss, « seltation; Guid mat be — to 
to England; (4) the serious loss the plaintiff would incur in co 
to Eogland through loss of busimess during his absence 
Rhodesia. In support of the application, it was that 
plaintiff was prevented by circum:tances from bringing his acti 
Khodesia, and that he could not therefore be held 
trivunal, and that his application ought to be treated 
one made by a defendant. Tne court would grant an application 
nature more readily toa defendant than a plaintiff 
W. R. 188; 1894, 1 Ch. 38, at p. 42; and New v. 
64 L. J. Q. B. 104), and would not refuse a commission 
plaintiff, unless they were of opinion that the plaintiff 
keeping out of the way to avoid cross-examination (Berdan v. 
Ch. D. 764n, and Langen v. Tate, 32 W. R, 189, 24 Ch. . 522, at p. 528). 
Kexewicu, J., without calling on the defendants, refused the 
with costs. His lordship stated that upon the present application 
should not deal with the exawination of any of the witnesses except the 
plaintiff. If the plaintiff aesir d to have tne other witnesses examined on 
commission, he must take such further steps as he should be advised. He 
could not agree with the suggestion that tiff not 
own tribunal. Ifa plaintiff started an 
reasons for so doing were, he must be held 
His lordship considered that he would be going far 
pot nal he we crag a —— oe on 
expense or no other reason. opinion a very strong 
required to allow the plaintiff to be examined upon commisei 
case had not been made out.—CounseL, J. @. Joseph; Ward Coleridge ; 
M. L. Romer. Sourcrrons, B S&. Fort ¢ Co. ; H. Savage; Mackreil ¢ Ward. 


(Reported by C. B. Camm, Eag., Barrister-at-Law.) 


MAPPIN BROS, e. LIBERTY & CO. (LIM). Joyce, J. 
1th and 12th Nov. 


Hienway—Apvacent Lanp—Svunsom ap Mrpruw Firvw Vix—Laase— 
Presumprion—53 Garo. 3, c. 21, s. 34. 


Tae plaintiffs were lessees of 220, Regent-street, where they carried on 
business as jewellers and siiversmiths. Tne defendants were the lessees of 215 
and 222, Regent-street, houses an pene | the uffs’ Ises on either 
side. ‘the defendants hadconstractedasubway 
street in front of the ‘taff’s house in order to vomnect the two houses, 
218 and 222, in which they carried on business. The now asked 
for an order directing the defendants to remove this subway and replace the 
soil bet ween the premises in the same state and condition in waich 
were prior to the construction of the subway, contending that tae 
usque ad medium Alum cie bad been con to them by their lease. 
an Act of Parliament (53 Geo. 3, co. 121), entitled “an Act 
m: re convenient communication from Maryledune Park to thenorthera parts 
of the metropolis in the parish of St. Marylebone to Charing Cross within 
the hberty oc Wesetminater, and for & more conventent cleavage for 
the same,"’ the land on which both the tiffs’ 


adjacent land, was acquired by the Commiesioners of Woods 
to form Regent-street. By section 34 ooam! 
empowered to sell, exch or 
the purposes of the Act. 

(the plaintiffs’ premises) was 
betore the completion the etree 
lease ucder which the tiffs claimed 
17th of 
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tale was required. With regard to a sale as executor, the decisions in Xe 
Whistler and Re Venn and Burse's Contract (wbi supra) showed that there is 
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that it was essential for the due performance of the Act that the com» 


missioners should retain the soil of the street. 
that ee eon eee 
the absence of know- 


regard to 220, Regent-street, and that did not apply. The 
been thet of old Swallow-atrect, but tho” plaintiffs 
—— be entitled to half the soil of Regent-street in front of their 
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ie presumption of law that the soil usque ad medium filum 
absence of evidence of ownership, but that rule was 
ject to various, modifications and exceptions, and in 
e case Of Plumstead Board of Works v. British Land Co. (23 
634, L. BR. 10 Q. B. 303) was quoted, where Lord Blackburn said 
it was always enough to rebut the presumption if there was 
shew that it was not the intention to convey the soil of the 
lease spoke of Regent-street as “‘now forming,” but 
the contract for the lease was made some years previously, and the 
rights of the parties were settled at the date of the contract and not 
at the date of the lease: Broomfield v. Wiliams (45 W. R. 469; 1897, 1 
Ch. 602, 616). It was clear that this presumption might be rebutted by 
surrounding circumstances and here they led to the inference that no part of 
the soil of the road was intended to pass by this conveyance. His lordship 
had come to the conclusion, on perusal of the Act of Parliament under which 
the commissioners had acquired the soil of this part of Regent-street, that 
they had so acquired it as iand wanted for the purposes of the Act. Section 
3 of the Act did not confer any power on the commissioners to sell 
the street, and on the consideration of that section it was very 
they had any power to demise it. But however that might be, 
there was no single reason for their inclading the soil of the street in the 
demise of the plaintiffs’ house, while there were a thousand and one 
reasons against their doing so. His lordship therefore held that no part 
of the subsoil of Regent-street passed by the demise of No. 220. — 
Counsen, Hughes, K.C., and Deighton Pollock ; Younger, K.C., and G. Cave ; 
The Selicitor-Gencral and F. Vaughan Hawkins. Souicrroxs, Lumley § Lumley ; 
Rese-Innes, Sons, & Chick ; T. W. Gorst. 
[Reported by C. W. Mzap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re &., A SOLICITOR, Byrne, J. 7th Nov. 


Practice—Werr or Arracument—Soricrror any CiIeENT—NoN-DELIVERY 
or Britt oy Cosrs—Onpern Exrenpixc Time or De.tivenv—Farvre 
to Szeve Onpezr—Norice or Morion—R. 8.C., XLIV. 2. 


This was a motion for leave to issue a writ of attachment upon a 
solicitor pursuant to orders dated the 3rd of July and the 5th of August, 
1902. as follow: A client had obtained an 
uly, 1902, on a solicitor for delivery within 
t costs in all suite and matters in which he had 


° 


coms.—Couxszt, Rowden, K.C , and Dickinson ; Norton, K.0., and Martelli ; 
Ledt, K.C., and Austen Cartmell. So.rsrtons, Broughton, Nocton, & 
Broughton ; Beal & Edgelow. 

[Reported by J. Antuce Puce, Eeq,, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law Societies. 
United Law Society. 
Nov. 17.~Mr. ©. H. Kirby in the chair —Mr. W. 8. Sherrington 


moved: “That the decision of K 4., in Le Walker and Oakshott's 
Cmtr Ch 283) was wrong.” Mr. EH. F. 








Spence . Also 

Ton: Mess. J. ¥. W. Galbraith, P. Aylen, B. Tebbust and O. H. 
itby. The motion was lost. 

It ts sunounced that the Board of Inland Revenue have inted Mr. 

Morton tteode Juckeon and Mr. James Yanest Uhapman to be assistant 


socactarics for ttamsps and taxes. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were on Monday called to the bar : 

Lincoun’s-InN.— am Peek Frean, Trin. Coll., Oambridge; Moom 
Hassambhoy V; St. John’s Ooll., Oambridge, B.A., Bo 
University ; Francis Kennedy, barrister, of cage Inns, Ireland; 
Horace Freeman, late Scholar, Brasenose Coll., Oxford, M.A.; Patrick 
Shee, London University ; Nusserwanji Byramji Gazder; Arthur Lawton, 
Victoria University, Manchester; Edward Archibald Hume, Trin. Ooll,, 
Oxford ; Frederic m Smitton; Arthur Henry Thomson, Edin’ 
University, M.B,, Oh.B.Edin. ; Rudolph Pickthall, Oriel 
Oxford, M.A.; Gerald Hatton Carey ; and Obarles Lionel Burrows. 

Inner Tempie.—Bertram Jacobs, 
of honour awarded Michaelmas, 1992 ; e Hermann Rittner, M.A,, 
Cambridge; Edward Gurney Boyle, M.A., ord; Frederick Chandos 
Lyne Pirkis, B.A,, Oambridge; John Ooker Adams, Oxford; Dudley 
Cory-Wright, M.A., Oxford; Lambert William Middleton, Oxford; 
Edward Scott Moberly Bell, Oxford; Vere Frederick Bertie; 
Frank Northen, M.A., Cambridge; Percy Alan Farrer Manby, B.A,, 
Cambridge ; George Hubert Cohen, B.A., LL.B., Oambridge ; Thomas de 
la’ Garde Grissell, B.A., Cambridge; John Paul Valetta, Oambridge; 
Percival Frere Smith, B.A., LL.B , Cambridge ; Eric Townsend Johnson, 
B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; James Richard Oongreve Hildebrand Geddes; 
John Carter Jackson, M.A., Oambridge ; Herbert Frederick Oornes ; Jchn 
Holland Ballett Fletcher, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; and Bedford Lockwood 


Dorman, B.A., Cambridge. 

Mipptz Temriz.—George Chadwick Kingsbury, M.A., M.D., B.Ch. 
University of Dublin ; war Maharaj Singh, B.A., Oxford; John 
Joseph Fenelon, Associate of Arts and Victoria scholar of the Oouncil of 
Higher Education, Newfoundland; Ralph Alexander Maude; Dayrell 
Botry Pigott, B.A., Magdalen Ooll., Cambridge; Tadashize Matsumoto, 
graduate of a Japanese University ; Henry Honywood Ourtis-Bennett, B.A.; 
Teen Atkin Bopanna Kariapa, B.A., Ohrist’s College, Cambridge ; Evelyn 

h Atkinson, Pembroke Ooll., Oxford, B.A.; Lucius Fairchild Orane, 
LL.B., ambridge; Neoptolemus Paschalis; Alfred Clive Lawrence; David 
Harvey Johann ley, B.A., Clare College, Cambridge; Richard Page, 
B.A. ; Ovid Edgar Leland Sharples, M.A., LL.B., St. John’s Ooll., Oam- 
bridge; William Scott Uameron; Oharles William Rorich; ‘Sameel 
Jacobus de Jager, B.A., LL.B., Oambridge ; Thomas Edward Rushton; 
Louis Frederick Bradford; Eric Olawolu Moore; Geo Wille, B.A, 
Cambridge ; John Gaspard Gubbins, B.A., Olare College, Oambridge ; and 
Edward Uverend Simpson. 

Gray’s-1vn.— Herbert Louis Tebbs, holder of cereificate of honour of the 
Council of Legal Education, Trinity, 1902; Alured Myddleton Wilshere, 
Pembroke Ooll., Oxford, formerly scholar of Herford Ooll., Oxford, and 
Law Exhibitioner of London University, holder of certificate of honour 
of the Council of Education, Michaelmas, 1902; Edwin Augustus Durham; 
Debendra Kumar Mullick, B.A., Trin. Ooll., Cambridge ; Samuel Birch; 
Mohamed Abdul Samad, M.A., Edinburgh University ; Mohammed Ismail ; 
John Crichton Healey ; and Robert John Nanco. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desarine Socrety.—Nov. 18,—Ohairman, Mr. Alfred 
Dods.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Leonard v. Leonard 
(1902, P. 243) was wrongly decided ’’—Will—Revocation—Intention. Mr. 
Clark opened in the affirmative; Mr. R, Branston seconded in the 
affirmative. Mr. H. D. Sykes opened in the negative; Mr. W. O. Ely 
seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs, 
Adams, Rhodes, Ames, Pleadwell, Fettes, Weller, Hugh Rendell, Seager, 
Berry, Findlay (a visitor), Nash, Mitc Hooper, Dowding, Alexan 
Myers, Harvey, Crane. The motion was by four votes. There were 
thirty-five members and five visitors present. 


Bremixcuam Law Srupents’ Soctery.—Nov. 18.—The chair was taken 
by Mr. A. RB. Lynex.—A debate took place on the following moot point: 
ae the yr yun fe the Fg cnagthense on re v. The Farnham usticns 

wr in law opposed to terests of justice.” The speakers 
in che eiimusties were Mesers. K, 8. Mandale, 8. O. Parish, J. A 

hephard, R, A. Willes, and E, Woodward, and in the negative Messrs. 

E. Ooley, R. A. Tench, H. W. Lyde, and E. A. B. Oo 

side had replied, the chairman summed up, and 

on the question Sees pe to the meeting a vote was given in favour of 

tho negative by 6 med ty of seven. A vote of thanks to the chairmat 
concl the meeting 








At the recent Oall-night at all the Inns of Page says the Westminsda 
Gazeta, the names of seventy-one candidates for call to the bar have bee 
on the screens of the various Inns of Court. Of these, twenty: 

ve are from the Middle Temple, twenty-two from the Inner Tem 
thirteen from Lincoln’s-inn, and eleven from poy Ay The Excheque 
Save S00 by way of stamp Coty an ent cath or £3,550 inall; and a cynle 
might suggest that it is tbe Exchequer which is the chief gainer, Of the 
candidates one is the son of « judge, two of King’s Counsel, mx of members 
Heitor ; so that the legal profession i 
pepeneane Set peat 0 coven the entries. Of the tes half wert 
educated at Oxford or Cambridge—twelve at Oxford and twenty: 


two at Cambridge, 


LL.B , London, holder of a certificate 









twenty: 
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Obituary. 
Mr. Charles Manley Smith. 


Mr. Charles Manley Smith, formerly a Master of the Supreme Court, 
died on the 13th inst., in his eighty-fourth year. He was educated at 
Winchester, and was called to the bar in 1853. He was appointed a 
Master of the Court of Queen’s Bench in 1865, and retired some years ago. 
He was the author of a treatise on the Law of and Servant and 
edited three editions of Hodges'on Railways. 


Mr. T. F. Peacock. 


Mr. Thomas Francis Peacock, F.8.A., solicitor, of the firm of Peacock & 
Fisher, of 12, South-square, Gray’s-inn, died on the 11th inst. He was 
admitted in 1861, and his firm had an extensive practice largely connected 
with building societies. Mr. Peacock was a member of the council of the 
British Archzological Association. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Marrutis Tuomas Hopprne, solicitor, of the firm of Hodding, Jones, 
& Clark, of St. Albans, has been elected Mayor of the City of St. Albans. 


Mr. Henny Arruzs, solicitor, of the firm of Druces & Attlee, of 10, 
Billiter-square, London, has been appointed a Member of the Commisrion 
of Lieutenancy of the City of London. Mr. Attlee was admitted in 1863, 

Mr. Epwin Hanson Fresuri£.p, solicitor, of the firm of Freshfields, of 
81, Old Jewry, London, has been appointed a Member of the Commission 
— of the City of London. Mr, Freshfield was admitted m 

888. 


Information Required. 


Isaac Cataping Srronc, deceased.—Information is required as to the 
execution of any Will by the above-named deceased.—Draper & Son, 3, 
Vincent-square, Westminster, Solicitors. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Messrs. StrzepHeN Hanpcastte Orarke (Waleall) and Gzonce Hxnry 
Mennett (London) have acquired the practice formerly carried on at 
Sunderland by the late’ Mr. Francis John Trewhitt er the name of 
Trewhitt & Robson.’'In future the name of the firm will be Trewhitt, 
Clarke, & Mennell. 

Dissolutions, 


Greorcze Everanp Haxpisty and Wiu11am Henny Scrirrs, solicitors 
(Hardisty & Scripps), Canterbury, Margate, Ramegate, and Whitstable. 
Sept. 30. [ Gazette, Nov. 14. 

Ouantes Evererr and Groxes Epmunp Hopexkrnson, solicitors (Everett 
& Hodgkinson), 124, Chancery-lane, London. Nov. 7. 

[ Gazette, Nov, 18. 


General. 
The Royal Aesent was given on Tuesday to several private Bills. 
Dr. Maitland, professor of English law at Cambridge, has been elected a 
vorresponding member by the academy of Sciences at Munich. 
An alien applicant at the Whitechapel County Court said that he could 
not express himself in ‘‘ proper English.’’ ‘“‘ Well, 


— improper 
Mnglish,” said Judge Bacon, ‘* we none of us speak good English at this 


end of the town.”’ 


The Ottawa correspondent of the Zimes says that Sir 7 Strong has 
resigned the position of Ohief Justice of the Su e Court of Canada and 
is succeeded by Sir Henry Taschereau. Ohief Justice Armour, of the 
High Court of Ontario, fille the vacancy on the Supreme Court bench. 


In order to put a stop to the practices of certain persons who make a 
business of bailing out prisoners, a new system was, says the Daily Afail, 
put in force at the Southwark police-court on Saturday. Hitherto, a 
person offering himeelf as bail has merely sworn that he was worth the 
amount, but the Home Office have now framed a set of ten questions which 
have to be answered upon vath and signed. In addition to the usual 
questions as to position, a person offering himsel< as surety has now to say 
ae he has received any indemnity or consideration, or any promise 

such. 


The anthor of the Life of the Rev. John Russell, the famous Devonshire 

& parson, tells the following story : ‘‘A case of hbel was about to be 

tried at Kxeter between Russell and a gentleman called Nott. A epecial 

ury being sworn, one of them, Captain Adney, thus addressed his brother 

men: ‘Now, gentlemen, pray understand me! I've a pair of new 

buckskin breeches on’ (he always wore them and top-bootas), ‘and I've 

Seats ae SO be Olt bene UE ay ile Semen See them to the bare 

boards before I give a verdict against Jack Russell.’ In five minutes 

afterwards the case was compromised, to the relief and entire satisfaction of 
‘Captain Adney.”’ 
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his position in the benches assigned to the gentlemen of the Bar. The 
matter arose out of the case of Yeatman v. Mitchell and Another. Mr. 
Yeatman, a barrister, on the case being called, rose in the bench assigned 
to the bar with the object of opening his case. Mr. Lush, K.0., who 
for the defence, said he did not wish to hurt Mr. Yeatman’s 
feelings, but he thought a member of the bar had no right to wear his 
robes while conducting his own case. His Lordship: And Mr. Yeatman 
has no right to be in the barristers’ seat if he is plaintiff conducting his own 
case. Mr. Yeatman: Will you pardon me, my lord, but I have done so before. 
His Lordship: You have no right unless you ask for ission, Mr. 
Yeatman: Ido, my lord. His wordship: In my opinion you ought to be 
im the well of the court. In my opinion it is not for a plaintiff while so 
2 gprs he be in the robes of a barrister. Mr. Yeatman: I appeared 
the late Lord Chief Justice, and I think no one was more careful 
than Lord Russell to preserve the digni:y of the bar. His Lordship: I 
suppose he did not like to hurt your feelings. If you ask for permission, 
and it is more convenient for you to remain there for the arrangement of 
your Lm gor youcan do so. Mr. Yeatman: I thank your lordship. The 
plain thus attired in wig and gown, and retaining his place, was 
allowed to open his own case. 








For Turoat Irerration anv Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
~—_ prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 


Wannine to Intenpive House Purcuaszrs anp Lesszes.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 

upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Tel 8: Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
salester.—[Anve} 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oy Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 








Emercency Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. KExEwicg. Byagyeg. 
24 Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Me. Pemberton 2fe. Grewal 
. Carrington ackson Church 
Carrington Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Beal Carrington Jackson Church 
Jack: Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Carrington Jackson Church 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buck.ey. Joycr, Swinren Eapy, 
Mr. Farmer Mr. W. Leach Mr, King 
King Theed Farmer 
Farmer Ww. Church 
King Theed Greswell 
Farmer W. Leach Theed 
King Theed W. Leach 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1902. 
(Continued.) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE OUUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS, 


(General List.) 
1902 


Defries v Belfield appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 

A. 7. = oe May 8 
very v Lewis appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
March 4, 1902 (produce order) May 8 ah 

Zumbeck v Biges appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
March 19, 1902 May 10 

In re Richard Koberts, dec Roberts v Parry appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated March 15, 1902 May 15 

Desoer v Davis (Liverpool District Registry) appl of W B Davis from 

bg Mr Justice Farwell, dated May 10, 1902 (produce order) 

y 

Duke of Portland y The North Eastern Ry Oo appl of pitff from 

order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated April 30, 1902 May 26 

Hennessy v Dompé & anr ‘eo pitff from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated May 23, 1902 ay 27 

White vy Graham appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
May 6,1902 May 30 

The Uspital & Coun:ies Bank ld vy Rhodes & ors appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated May 2, 1902 June 6 

The Carpen pers’ Co appl of pitffs from order of Mr 
Justice Juyce, dated April 18, 1902 June 6 


fee 


Jared vy Clements appl of deft trom order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
Pee. 31, 1902 | nag 2 
re Hargraves, graves v Hargraves appl of pitff from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated april 19, 1902 June 1b ‘ 





Devonport Corpn v Tozer & Son appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated March 26,1902 June 13 

E 8 Van Praagh vJ W Kveridge appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, dated May, 8,1902 June13 

Dunlop Paoeumatic Tyre Co ld v The Olifton Rubber Cold appl of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 13, 1902 (two actions 
consolidated by order, dated April 29, 1902) produce order June 14 


In re Dalton’s Trusts & In re The Trustee Act, 1893 appl of respts from 
order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated June 3, 1902 June 14 
Terry v Davies appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
May 28, 1902 June 14 
The Birmingham Pneumatic Tyre Syndicate 1d v The Reliance Tyre Oo 
«ppl of defts for order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated March 15, 1902 June 
7 


Saunders v The London Electric Supply Corpnld appl of pltff from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 29, 1902 June 18 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In re The South American 
and Mexican Cold appl of E Cooper from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated May 6, 1902 June 19 

The Jarrah Timber, &c Corpn ld v Samuel appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated June 20, 1902 June 20 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In the Matter of 
The Topical Times Oo la appl of the Mirror of Life Oo from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated June 10,1902 June 23 

Miliwall Dock Oo v The Agricultural Organizing Agency ld appl of 
Pitéf moe Co from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 23, 1902 
June 

In re Coppin, dec Lazel v Dingle appl of Pitff from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated May 16, 1902 June 25 

The Finchley Electric Light Co ld v The Finchley Urban District Oouncil 
appl of Pitffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated March 18, 1902 
June 30 

Glamorganshire Canal Navigation v The Rhymney Ry Oo and The Great 
Western Ry Co appl of Pitffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
July 1,1902 July 2 

Jared v Walke & ors appl of Deft from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
April 30,1902 July3 

In re Thomas Tooke Trott, dec Thompson & ors v Goodridge appl of 
Deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated June 20, 1902 July 4 

In re Jenner’s Settlement & Trusts Nepean v Jenner appl of Deft from 

order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 24,1902 July 5 


In re Man Butterworth & ors v Man & ors appl of deft, George OC Man, 
from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated March 4, 1902 (produce 
order) July 10 

Bell & anrv Marsh & anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated March 19, 1902 July 10 

In re Biss Biss & ors v Biss appl of pliff, I E Biss, from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated July 9, 1902 (produce order) July 11 

Wright v 7 — of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated June 
2, 1902 y 12 

Worcester Royal Porcelain Oo 1d v Locke & Oo ld appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 2, 1902 (produce order) July 16 

In the Matter of The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and in the Matter of 
The Northern Transvaal Lands Oo ld appl of Henry Samuel from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 8, 1902 (produce order) July 17 

Thrap v de Wezele appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
June 17, 1902 July 22 

In re H Wilmott, dec Sprague &anr v Wilmott & ors appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated June 16, 1902 (produce order) 
July 22 

The Attorney-Gen v The Oxford Canal Navigation appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 4, 1902 July 22 

Hewett v Carpenter appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated June 17, 1902 (produce order) July 22 

In re Gossling, dec Gossling & ors v Elcock & ors appl of Attorney-Gen 
pa ea of Mr Justice Farwell, dated March 22, 1902 (produce order) 

uly 2 

The Tilt Cove Copper Co ld v The Oape Copper Co ld appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Taly 4,1902 July 23 

The Acetylene Illuminating Oo ld & anr v The Giffre Electro Chemical & 
Power Co ld & ors appl of pitffs from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated April 14,1902 July 25 Same v Thorn & Hoddle Acetylene Uo 
ld & anr appl of plaintiffs from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
April 14, 1902 July 25 

In re BR Appleby, dec Walker & anr v Lever & anr and Walkers v Nisbet 
& ors appl of plitffs W E Walker and H Charles Nisbet & ors from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 1, 1902 July 25 

H & anr v Allan & ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 

ekewich, dated June 6, 1902 August 1 j 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In the State of 
Wyoming Syndicate ld appl of Major Graham & H Walter f:om order 
of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 22, 1902 . (produce order) August 2 

In re Drax, dec Savile & ors v Drax and ors appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated June 5, 1902 Aug7 re Drax, dec Same v 
Same “ppl of pitffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated June 5, 1902 
August 


gus 

In the Matter of the Calcot Park and other “ettled Estates in the County 
ot Berke, and In the Mater ef the Setted Land Acts, 1862 to 1890 
opp =“ B Blagrave from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 30, 


ug 8 
Holton v Speak appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 
5, 1902 (produce order) Aug 8 
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Foster v The Mutual Reserva Fund Life Assoc appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 24, 1902, cross notice of appeal 
py pitff, dated Aug 12 1902 (produce order) Aug 11 e 

& Cold v W Gibbs ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Au 1, 1902 Spee order) yer, Pag 

Quicke & anr v Chapman appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Aug 8, 1902 (produceorder) Aug 13 

In re The Companies 4 cts, 1862 to 1890 and In re The North West 

tine Ry Uo ld appl of Condola Central Ry Co ld from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated May 6,1902 Aug 14 

Wardroper v Gibbs appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated July 30,1992 Aug 14 

In re Batten Farmer.v Batten appl of deft A 8 Scott from order of Mr 
Justice Farwell, dated July 19,1902 Aug 16 ; 

In re Baldwin Rushforth v Baldwin & ors appl of deft J H L Baldwin 
from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated July 17, 1902 (produce order) 


Aug 18 

In re Baldwin Rushforth v Baldwin & ors appl of defts PG Baldwin & 
ors from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated July 17, 1902 Aug 18 

In re Davis Davis v. Davis & ors appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated April 17,1902 Aug 23 

Montefiore v Guedella appl of The Reversionary Interest Soc from order 
of Mr Justice Bryne, dated Aug 12, 1902 (produce order) Aug 25 

Watts v Bucknall appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
Aug 5, 1902 Aug 26 

In re Henry Seaman & In re The Settled Land Acts applof The Trustees 
from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated July 3, 1902 Aug 29 

Maunder v Maunder appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
July 24, 1902 Sept 16 

Fortin v Sowerbutts appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
May 8, 1902 t 25 

Oorpn of Hove vy Brighton Intercepting & Sewers Board appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 9,1902 Oct 3 

Doughty v Lomagunda Reefs Co appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated July 11, 1902 Oct 11 

FROM THE KING’S BENOH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1902. 


Capper, Alexander & Co v McLeod & anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
ustice Bigham, dated Feb 3, 1902, without ajury, Middlesex Feb 19 
Eskon v Lewis appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Jan 

24, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 24 

Heath, Ada Maud (a married woman) v Wheeler, Percy York appl of 
pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Feb 10, 1902 (jury dis- 
charged) Feb 28 

The West Hartlepool Steam Navigation Oo ld v Tagart, Beaton & Co 
appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Feb 24, 1902, 
without a jury, Middlesex Feb 28 

McDowall v ‘The Great Western Ry Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated Feb 20, 1902, with a special jury, Haverfordwest 
(fur con in London) March 4 

The Attorney-Gen v The Rev Arthur Newton Johnson (Revenue Side) 
appl of informant from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Jan 15, 
1902 March 5 

John Kirkwood v Oarroll & Cutler appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Nov 25, 1901 March 5 

Bowater & Sons v Mirror of Life Oo 1d and the Topical Times Oo ld (3rd 
party) appl of 3rd party from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
March 4, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex March 11 : 

Fowler ld v Steiger & ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, 
dated Feb 26, 1902 March 12 

Hammond v The Midland Ry Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated March 3, 1902, and a specialjury, Nottingham March 13 

Arthur Anderson v Thomas Rayner appl of deft from judgt of Mr. 
Justice Wills, dated Feb 26, 1902, without a jury, Liverpool March 15 

Underhill vy Lambert appl of deft from judgt of fhe Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Darling and Channell, dated March 4, 1902 March 18 

Enright v Redmond appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
dated Jan 18, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex March 19 

David MacIver & Oo 1d v The Tate Steamers ld appl of defts from judgt 
~ Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 1, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex 

arch 23 ; 

Rex v The Urban District Council of Newbiggin (Crown Side) appl of 
prosecutors from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Darling 
and Ohannell, dated March 11,1902 March 24 : 

Barnes vy Moore appl of N E Barnes from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated March 19, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex April 2 

The London and India Docks Co v The North London Railway Co appl 
of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 22, 1902, non- 
jury, Middlesex April 5 

The London and India Docks Co and The Mansion House Railway and 
Canal Traffic v The Midland Railway Oo and The Great Eastern Rail- 
way Co (Railway and Canal Commission) appl of The London and India 
Docks Co from order of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel, and Viscount 
Cobham, dated March 25,1902 April 7 

Oordey v Cardiff Pure Ice, &c, Oo appl of defts from judet «f Mr Justice 
Walton, dated March 25, 1902, with a al jury, Cardiff 10 


win v Moren & Flowers appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bruce, dated March 25, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex ril 10 
eo Sunderland Shipbuilding Oo ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 


Bruce, dated March 25, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex April 14 





Oharles Webster (1899) 1d v Chapman appl of pltffs from eae 

— en dated March 7, 1902, without a only lesex 
pri 

Young & anr v Balster and ors one of pltffs from judgt of Mr. Justice - 
Wright, dated April 10, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex April 16 

Down v Trelaver China Clay and Obina Stone Co appl of defts from 
judgmt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 29, 1902, Cardiff April 19 

Barraud v Watkins appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 20, 1902, with a special jury, Leeds April 21 

The Gas Light and Ooke Oo ld v The Cannon Brewery Co appl of pltffs 
from judgt of The Lord Ohief Justice and Justices Darling and Channell, 
dated April 10. 1902 April 22 

Angier Line (1887) ld v C T Bowring & Oo 1d (three actions consolidated) 
app! of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Feb 3, 1902, with- 
out a jury, Middlesex _ 23 

Spillers & Bakers ld v Henry Leetham & Sons appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated April 8, 1902, without a jury, 
Middlesex April 24 

Securities Insce Oo ld v Elliott —< deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated April 19, 1902, ut a jury, Middlesex April 24 

Wilcock & anr v The British Mutoscope, &c., Oo ld and anr (The British 
Mutoscope, &c, Oo ld, 3rd Parties) ppl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Cae SG dated Jan 25, 1902, &@ common jury, Middlesex 

Pp 

Investors & Contract Agency ld v Cartwright 1 of pltffs from judgt 
of eye Wright, dated April 15° 1908, eithout’s jury, Mina 
sex Ap 

Jukes, Coulson, Stokes & Cov Newton appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated April 18, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex April 28 

Maskelyne deft) and John Arthur Palmer and 


Bros, clmts (interpleader issue) appl of pltffs from order of The Lord 
me and Justices Darling and Ohannell, dated April 8, 1902 


Hunter v Titchfield Bank ld appl of defts from judgt ef Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated April 24, 1902, with a common jury, Middlesex April 30 

Bozson v The Urban District Council of Altrincham appl of pltff from 
en. ag Lr a Wills, dated March 6, 1902, without a jury, Man- 

er y 

Palmer v Birmingham Manufacturing Co 1d appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Jelf, dated April 25, 1902, With @ common — 
Middlesex May 7 

Pearse v Fagan appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Chaunell, dated 
April 24, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex May 9 

In re an Arbitration The Rural District Council of Godstone v The Urban 
District Council of Caterham appl of Caterham District Council from 
judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated April 29, 1902 (special case) May 10 

Smith. v Kynnersley ani ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated April 30, 1902 (special case) May 10 

The London County Council ( | v The or, Aldermen & Coun- 
cillors of the Met. Borough o' andsworth (respts) appl of applts 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice & Justices Darling and Channell, 
dated April 23, 1902 May 10 

Davidson v Hooydonk & Oo ld appl of pltff from jadgment of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated April 17. 1902, without a jury, Middlesex May 15 

Powell v Ricks (Lewis & Price, 3rd parties) appl of J H Price from judgt 

m... Mr — Wright, ages 9, -~ May 16 oe 2 
mer Rennie v Legar from judgt o ustice 
Bigham, dated May 13, 1902, PF ehonta jury, Middlesex May 23 

New Grappler Pneumatic Tyre Oo ld v North Cheshire Rubber Oo Id 
appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated May 6, 1902, 
without ajury May 24 

Silles v The Mayor, Aldermen & Councillors of the Met Borough of 
Fulham appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated May 6, 
1902, without a jury, Middlesex May 28 

Rose v Preston appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated May 
13, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex May 30 

Field v London City & Midland Bank 1d appl of pltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Kennedy, dated May 16, 1902, with a — jury, 
sex, and cross-notice by deft bank, dated June 17, 1 May 30 

J & J McConnell ld vw Hardle appl of pitffs yt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated May 16, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex May 30 

In re An Arbitration between the City and South London Ry Co & The 
Rector & Churchwardens of the United Parishes of St Mary, Woolmoth, 


and St » Woolchurch Haw appl of the City & South London By 
Se 3 of Mr Justice Wright (special case), dated May 4, 1902 
une 

Fanshaw & anr v &anr appl of defts from Mr Justice Phillimore, 


dated March 6, 1902, without a jury, June 2 
Bottomley & ors v Hess app! of pitffe from order of Mr Justice Grantham 
Odell v Sharp "appl of defendant (in person) from judgt of Mr Justice 
v a tC) ant j 
Philli 4 ee Middlesex Jane 5 


neg A Bigham, dated April 16, 1902, without a jury, 
une 
Newton v Ferguson appl of pltff (in person) from judgt of Mr Justice 
se | 26, 1902, saeioaen Minaciens June 12 
La v Billericay Rural District Councit appl of pitt fromj udgt of 
oe + Darling, dated April 14, 1902, wisnoat a j 
une 
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v Watts of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated 
June 10, 1902, without a jury, Mid June 18 
The Law Guarantee Trust Soc ld vy Bowen & anr appl of defts from 
jodgt of - 1 -y Channell, dated May 5, 1902, without a jury, 
une 
Forrester v The Metropolitan Ry Co appl of pitff from judgt of the 
—_ — Justice, dated May 28, 1902, and a special jury, esex 
une 
Atlantic Patent Fuel Co ld v Durand appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated March 31, 1902, without a jury June 19 
on behalf of himself &c v Merchant Marine Insce Oo appl of pltffs 
from judgt = pac Bigham, dated May 6, 1902, without a jury, 
une 


v Magee appl of deft from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice 
ustices Darling and Channell, dated June 25,1902 July 1 

tf from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
j Middlesex (two Actions consolidated 


Borough of Islington appl of pltff from judgt of 
right, dated April 9, 1902, without a jury, Mi 


uly 

In re Agricultural Holdings (England) Acts, 1883 to 1900 In re an 
Arbitration between J Mardie (Tenant) and George ) Faber & ors 
(Landlords) appl of Landlords from judgt of Judge Greenwell, dated 
June 18, 1902 ( case), Newcastle-on-Tyne July 9 

Giblan v Nati d Labourers’ Onion of Great Britain & 
Ireland sppl of pitff from — Mr Justice Walton, dated April 18, 

7 


1902, with a jury, Oardiff 
v Redman judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 


ne 


appl of deft from 
May 1, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex y 9 

Willing jun ld v Brickweil & Kerr appl of deft Kerr from judgt of Mr 

Justice Jelf, dated July 7, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex Juty 11 

The Army & Navy Co-operotive Soc ld appl of defts from judgt 

Justice Wright, dated April 16, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex 


v Simpson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
July 10, 1902, with a special jury, Huntingdon July 17 
Co v National Bank of India appl of defts from 
— Bigham, dated June 17, 1902, without a jury, 
of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated July 
aj July 21 

of State in Council of India appl of pltffs 
er Phillimore, dated June 16, 1902, without a 

y 

C Fartardo, Surveyor of Taxes (Revenue Side) appl of 
udgt of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated June 20, 1902 


v Watney, Combe, Reid & Cold appl of pltffs from judgt of 
Darling, dated May 9, 1902, withoutia jury, July 23 
(Revenue Side) appl of the 


Hunter (Suppliant) v The King 
the Commrs of Inland Kevenue from judgt of Mr 
Biyth Theatre. Os 1d and Hope 
ld Hope appl of defte Blyth 
from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated July 9, 1902, 
jury, Newcastle on July 24 
bs appl of pitf from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
2, without a jury, Middlesex July 25 
Council vy The London School Board appl of pltffs 
of Mr Justice Wright, dated June 11, 1902 (special case) 


Adamant Stone & Paving Cold appl of Pitff from judgt 
Phillimore, dated June 2, 1902, wichout » jury, Middlesex 

anr v James & aur ot De Soe sales 6 Fein 
Walton, dated July 11, 1902, without a jary, Welshpool (judgment in 


of Deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
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1 
appl of deft from nay ot Ac Kennedy, dated 
ug 
Co la of pitff from = 
withont 8 ary, Candi aoe 2 
of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf (in Chambers), 


The Co of Kouth Australia 1d v The Greater Boulder Perseverance 

Gla Cold spyl of dette trom judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, 
wD Middlevex Aug 12 

Bons & Cold appl of pitfis from 

y 0, 1902, without a jury, 

A Taxes) Revenue Bide 


| of respt 
, Gated June 19, 1902 uu 
ff ME tom jndgs of Mr Justice imore, 


in 
th 
we 
ft 
4, 





Lewis, Robins & Co v appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 

Kennedy, dated A’ 9, 1808, Se oa a jury, Middlesex Aug 14 

Glamorgan Coal Co ld & ors v The South Wales Miners Federation & ors 

appl of pltffs from jndgt of Mr Justice Bigham; dated Aug 7, 1902 and 
a special jury, Co Bag 

In the Matter of Richard W: Wolley Huff, a solicitor and In the 
Matter of the Solicitors Act, 1888 appl of the solicitor from judgt of 
Justices Lawrance, Darling & Phillimore, dated Aug 8, 1902 Aung 20 

Ilford Gas Oo v Ilford Urban District Council (John Jackson, third party) 
appl of third party from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Aug 11, 
1902, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 23 

Colwyn Bay & Oolwyn Urban District Council, appltse v Conway Rural 
District Council, respts appl of applts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated Aug 4, 1902 Aug 23 

Oarditt Channel Dry Docks Cov EG T Agiusld appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Aug 12,1902 Aug 25 

Butler v Keay appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Aug 
12,1902 A 

Thomas Hudson, applt v F W Gribble (Surveyor of Taxes), respt (Revenue 
Side) appl of applt from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated June 19, 
1902 Aug 28 

Robert Bell. applt v F W Gribble (Surveyor of Taxes), respt (Revenue 
Side) appl of respt from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated June 19, 
1902 Aug 28 

André v ian, sued &c appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Aug 5, 1902 Aug 29 } 

Krell v Henry appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated Aug 
11, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex Sept 1 

Duquesne & aur v Anglo-Oriental Carpet Manufacturing Oo ld (Moser, 3rd 
party) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Aug 5, 
1902, without a jury, Middlesex Sept 3 

London & Globe Finance Corpn, ld v Basil, Mentgomery & Co & ors 
appl of pitffs from judgt of The Lord Ohief Justice of England, dated 
June 16, 1902, and special jury, London te 3 

Liverpool Mutual Marine Insce Assoc, 1d v Uzielli & Co,1d appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated Aug 6, without a jury, Liverpool 


3 

The Bicelting Co of Australia, 1d v The Great Boulder Perseverance Gold 
Mining Oo, 1d appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
Aug 1, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex 4 

W J Haycock & Sons, Id v Nalder appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Darling, dated July 5, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex Sept 11 

Price v Jenkins appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated June 23, 
1902, without a jury, Dolgelly Sept 13 

Forrestt & Son la v Sharrer’s Zambesi Traffic Oo ld appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated July 9, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex 
Sapt 18 

Ha = alr & avr v Leonard Dalton appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 

wrance, dated Aug 12, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex Sept 19 

Hayward & anr v Helen Dalton appl of Deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated Aug 12, 1902, witnout a jury, Middlesex Sept 19 

Abram Coal Co ld v ‘She Great Central Ry Co (Railway and Canal Com- 
mission) appl of defts from judgt of Justice Wright, Sir F Peel 
and Viscount Cobham, dated Aug 26,1902 Sept 24 

Ackers, Whitley & Oo ld v The reat Oentral Ry Oo (Railway & Canal 
Commission) appl of defte from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F 
Peel and Viecouat Cobham, dated Aug 26,1902 Sept 24 

Mayor, &c of Northampton v Ellen appl of pltffe from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham ( | case), dated Aug 4, 1902 Oct 9 

Haydon & anr v ht & Sons appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr 

Justice Bucknill, dated July 25, 1902 Oct 9 


The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 








Nov. 96.—Messrs. Eowis Fox & Bovsrietp, at the Mart, at 2:—West Ham: Valuable 
Freehold F. Bite situate in -road, close to the Abbey Fiour Mills, and 
Great Raster Bail Solicitors, Totes heathens yy JS 

n way. s ny oa, ane 
Kensiogton : Preeboid Retate of over two acres of land, com York House and 
Maitland House, with their of 281f¢ t> Uburch-street, and 
exteosive grounds in the rear abutting upon Pelace-gardens. Solicitors, 


Mesers. Dawes & Sons and Mesers. MeDismid & 


Nov. 15, p. 8) 
Results of Sales, 
Mewrs. H. B. Poursn & Cuanviurp bad an spowptienely successful Bale on Wednesday, 
Freehold od-rents and 


London, (See advertisements, 


esfined to Valuable properties, 
in the Bale—viz , Free in Kentish Town, amoun to 
44, per anoum, with reversion in 1940 to the rack-renta! vaiue of £1,766, 
4,425, at jor, . Kilbu: Town, and 
amounting to £626 14s, per anoum, arising out of 182 houses an 





. with 
reversion to the gross rack-rental value of £8,800 im, were ali sold in for 
18746, The Leasehold Katate comprising Twenty-five Houses, belog Nos. 8 to 48 (00), 
ondervon-roed, Lughborough eee] and Nos. 46 to 54 (even), Schube: 
Putaey, were sold for £6,476, The wtal sale being £24,645. 
Beveasiows any Lives Poricina, 


Firm ise heh thats uanet Dorptentny Cele 0. 797) of the above Interests 
whe Bart on Thuraday lat, when tle o AS aes os poiiocd, me “ 
Tbedhate to One-tenth of ie lel ae ae 
Ae = FA repr ) oe ove oo one 
T in n <8 par annum, iteversiomary; dito in 42,500,004 " 
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-Winding-up Notices. 
London Gaxette.—Faivay, Nov 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
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a Savacz & Co, geen (mu Eoeemansete Soiree equine, on or a. 
to send their names and addresses, particulars of their or claims, 
William 8s St Nicholas Iron Works, King’s Lynn 


of 

ov 2% 
Moxazce Moror Co, Luatep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 12, directed to be 
Seat Nov 25. Judge & Priestley, Broad st bides, solore for 

ing must reach the named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 24 
Newsrarer Dieraiputine Aczncy, Luutep (1x Ligpipation)—Creditors 

ne before aoe to send their — a and the — of their 

ebts or Alexander Alfred Yeatman, 2, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall 

& Son, Old Ji ehmbrs, solors for liquidator 


Parker's SurPiy RES, LimrrED—Petn for es oy | presented Nov 10, directed to 
be heard at the Shire Hall, Norwich, Nov 28. Lee e 114, Queen Victoria st, solors 
for the petmers. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 27 

ig yy Sy ey Ht 

« or r. mu 
ap bebe bey a wy Dt fy at 


Country Patative or LancasTsr. 
Luoarep mm CHANCERY. 

Bur “ Hexaist” Co, Lunrep—Peta for winding presented Nov 12, directed to be 
beard atthe Court House, Goverament bidgs, Victoria st Liverpool, Nov 28, at 
10 o'clock. Rigby & Herron, 8, Sweeting st, Liverpool, for Jeans & don, W: 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 

Brawtey Parr Manvracturire Co, Luarep—Petn for winding up, Nov 10, 

Liverpool, polar for petoer. N : of appearing ee Gs ‘above-named not 

b m 
later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of Nov 22 
London Gasette.—Tuzspay, Nov, 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lucrep m Cmaromry. 

Bayanp, Sos, & Bayarp, Lumrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 27, to send 
Sh somes ond oSfenes, cnt he particulars of their debts or claims, to Willard E. 
Ball, 15, Savile row. Slark & Southampton st, Strand, solors for liquidator 

Barish Guiana Gotp Drapes Co, Luatep (1 Liquipation)— Creditors are required, 
on or 4s bay addresses, and the particulars of their debts, 
or claims, 


Charles Lee Nichols, 1 Queen Victoria st. Hepburn & Co, Bird in Hand 

Cheapside, solors for \iquidator 
Cuas. Lozn & Son, Lamrsp (in LiqurpaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 
, to send their names and addresves, and the particulars of debts or claims, to EB. 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Turspar, Nov, 11. 
Anourn, Jounx, Northall, Bedlesborons), Bushingham, DeoS Archer y Archer, 
Farwell'J Blyth, 118. Suen Been S st , 
Cows, Samunn, Briatol, ry Deo 11 Tucker vy Helps, Buckley, J 
6 Bristol 


Ganwan, Garona Hydraulic Leather Presser Deo 8 Garner y Garner, 


Bunn ro brook ae, §, Clnzense of, Sanahorter Saint, Swinfon Mady, J 


London Gazette, —Fuipay, Nov, 14, 
Op Deter Jan Molotyre vy Bush, Swinfon Rady, J Liortin, & 


a 
Safe, 


London Gasstte.—Tyaapax, Mov. 18. 
Bucxury, Jou~x Woottry, Market pl, Manchester Dec18 Hollington v Buckley, Buck- 
Ef Bp Ghipbroker Dec 81 Aques vy Thompson, 

Joyee, J Wat. 1. King st. Ohenpelde’ 


—— 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Dar ov Cuam. 
- London Gasette,—Purwar, Nov. 14: 
Asporr, Sir Joszrn Patuwze, KCMG, Turramurra, nr Sydney, NS Wales Dec 11 Valpy 
& Co, Lincoln's inn fields 


Bowen, ApELA, Weston super Mare Dee Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 
BREALEY, Buiza, Ikeston Dec 12 





] 
] 
Brregiey, Axx, ar Huddersfield 146 Parkyn. John st, Bedford ow 
Bricpex, ¥ Buizaseru, Norwood Dec Gusecotte & Co. Essex st, 
Bryaxt, Riceagp, Attleboro, Norfolk Dec 28 Biyth, Norwich 
Cann, Wells Dec 22 Cannon st 
Cuaruan, Jusse, Wells, on yf Foster, gama 
Cuzss Rev Joux Sraxtey, Battenhall, Worcester Dec 31 Pinsent & Co, 
Curttox, Txomas, Sefton Liverpool Dec3t Field & 
Coxz, Eewane Huser, North Dec 19 Stubbs, John st, row 
Cozry, Fury pe Bestiey, Kiaver, . 1 & Co, Evesham 

TON, Tomas, Neasden, Licensed 31 Loxley &Co, Cheapside 


st. ro 
Granp, Evizasers, Plaistow, Resex Dee 23 Blyth, Norwich 
Hawi, Wi114™ Prercy, Chelsea, Corn Merchant Dec 12 Robinson & Son, Lincoln’sinn 


Hauur Mancazer, Staffs Nov Ellis, Tunstall 

emmenee, Mase, Sd Des 10 ‘Goyer & Sons, New Broad st 
Hovenrox, James, Preston Dec 1 Cockshutt &€o, 

Fovaseruime, Mexar Rocnase, Bighasten, Saiagiom Dec 31 Pinsent & Co, Birmieg- 


Jacxsox, Txomas, Heatley within Lymm, Chester Dec23 Drinkwater & Co, Hyde 


Lone, Cuarves, Cliftonville, Margate Jani Hillearys, Fenchurch bidgs 
Lowaia, damm, Macbum Dec 12 Bennison, Blackburn 


in 
Metior, Wii14m. Stalybridge, Chester Deo 20 
Snceneen. Wits Gzonce, Eversholt st, Oakiey sq, 
Basma House, London Wall av 
Walthamstow, Commercial Clerk Dee 17 Lioyd, 


Paar, Hae. J Cornwall gdns, South Kensington, Dec 11 

CE, RGINA JANET, 

Lincola's inn fielés’ 

Qurmamptox, Tuomas, Feltham Dec 

Rexxam, Joux, Chelsea Dee12 Robinson & Son, Linsoln’s inn fields 
cons Caruenine, Farningham, Kent Dec 


Bro.uax, Witt1am, St Helens, Lanes, Saddler Dec 20 Brewis & Sons, St Helens 
Srouxt, Rossar, Hove, Brighton Decl4 Pitman 
Sworpss, Caruermxe Sanan, Bishop's Stortford 
Tuomas, Dax, Cefn Coed y Cymmer, Brecknock, Innkeeper Dee 12 Lewin, Merthyr 
Txoer, Sinclair Decié Bandall & 
BP, bm ie Kee eon Soa, Copthall bidgs 

Twincuatt, Mana Lyrvra, Kingstos upon Hull Dec 12 

Dec 


W: Wituiax, 

Winsor, Joan, shetald "Dee 1 Wileon, Sheffield 
Wrieow, Wittiam, Moulton, Farmer Dec is Bonner, Spalding 
Wrrcne.t, Percy, Stroud, Glos, Solicitor Dec 12 Witohell, Cheltenham 


Yeasvrr, Evsicz, Worthing Decl3 Hobbs & Young, Lewes 

Leadon Gasetie.—Tunspar, Nov. 18. 

Avexaxper, Lovisa Laxcasten, Bath Dee 15 Osborne & Co, Bristol 

Bay Ricaarp Spondoa, Derby Jan1 Robotham & 

Saucon Remar Orriwait Girroan, Buxton _Deo 13 Tcdhela a Ua, Manchester 

Cuamutey, Baooxs, Coven, 

Cuarmay, Atrnep Daren, Coombe 
Keeble, 


Laurence Pountaey hill, Canaon st 

Coorra, 4naanax, Sidcup, Kent Dec 26 Srown, Lincoln's inn felis 
Dovetas, Rossat Karra Vizirens, New Cross Dec lS Phillips & Co, Convo ot 
Faawcis, Jaxn, Norwich Deo € 

Faost, Bowanp, Cardiff? Deel Yorath & Cartif® 
Paost, Many Jaxn, Cardiff Decl Yorath & Jones, Gadi 


Gennes, Raper Rene: Goa et, Threadnesdie st, Stosk and Ghare Broker Dee 19 


st 
Hareworrs, Saran, Green, Surrey Deo 18 ye ape 
Hana, Wruttdm Bexar, Porteea, Portamouth Dee # & Brettoe Portmoth 
Harnay, Buna, Bart's Court Dec Sl Pike & Qo, Od Burlington at 
Jann Paarcrs J. Walthamstow Dec 4 Mitchell & Malliasm, Peecherch st 
Yorus, Maver Jeeare,, Lincs. @ Alter 


Karrca, Saucer James, Clifton, Bristol Dec 3) Perham & Gon, Bristol 
Lows, Sanan, Devizes Deol3 Bowen & Syme, Weymonth 





Accrington. 
Axx, w» i. 
x ~ 
Dec x 
RRYRALLT, Rowan, well, Licensed Jan bog tad 


Moana, 
Baxpeaa, Powsa, Howse Ageat » 


Parken, HRLEX, 
Bre 
or as i Dee & Gon, Browgitoe @ S arenes 
fy = 
v, Auras 





Manapen, Axxin, Dethy & Derdv 
Mito: Gat Toctaa, 2} Seed Sea ewe Remar Parse 
at Swallow = 
ae, Bates Macs, chit, 
& Jape & GQ, Welke 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Faipar, Nov. 14, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axpgnsox, Nonwax Mcppiftox, Menthafer, Grocer 
Manchester Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Aanenene, Soe ALPRED, 
ALFRED, Goring ré, Bowes Park, 
Tra Ecmonton Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Baxter, Jauzs Wri114s, Idle, pattes, Painter Brad 
ford Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Becx, enTHUR Jonx, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet Nov 


12 Ord Nov 12 
Brevor, Taomas Atraep, Gt Yi Baker Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 1t 
Buxer, Wiu1am, Newtowa Ferrers, nr Plymouth Piy- 
mouth Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Booves, Anwiz, Leicester Leicester Pet Nov 11 Ord 
ov 11 


sane mane, = a. Somerset, Clerk Frome Pet 
Noy 12 1 
o_o Farpenice, Devizes Bath Pet Nov10 Ord 


orci, "daonon, Goodrich, Hereford, Blacksmith Hereford 
jov 12 Ord Nov 12 
ace oho Vineista Prarson, Bedford Bedford 
Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
Fanzis, Syste Comme Bissett, Wilts, Engineer Salis- 
bury Pet Oct24 Ord Novll 
Gone, Cartes, 4 Om Confectioner Pontypridd 
Pet Novi Ord Noy 12 





Gest, Isaac. Ilkeston, Derby, Boatman Derby Pet Nov | 


li Ord Nov 11 
Gissox, Wittiam, +e Derby, Builder Derby Pet 
Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Gazzx, James, Lincoln, Carter Lincoln Pet 
Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Hamprox, Tuomas asuem Roppa, , Glam, 
Buider —_ dey Ord Nov7 
Ho tiiseworts, Tile Merchant, | 
W.rringten Pet Novis" Ord Nov 12 
Howanp. Freprzicx, Doncaster, Hairdresser’s Assistant | 
Sheffield Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Hunt, ALFRED Pixcy sxcHIBaLp, Southport, Electrical 
Engineer Liverpool Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 12 
Inpizs, Witt1am Busert, Stoke Orchard, nr Cheltenham 
Cneltenham Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 
Jacxsox, Roszrt Wii11am, South Bank, Yorks, Plumber 
Middle Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
James, Marita, tases Bateher Rochester Pet | 
Oct 23 Ord Nov 12 
Lazyox, Heszy Marpwet, Stamford, Lines Peterborough 
Pet Novi10 Ord Nov 10 
Laorp, Wii™ Joux, a — Works Manager 
Coventry Pet Nov u Ord Nov 
Marrwazerxe, Joux, and Encar rT Brows, Senta, 
— Newport, Mon Pet Oct 29 
Navex, Wartez Evass, Armley, 
er Leeds Pet Novi2 Ord Ni 
Octizesy, Peecr, Leeds, Traveller Leeds Tet Nov 10 
Ord Nov 10 
Paxus, Sypxzy Saucer, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Laton Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Qorrrzxpex, Bexsauix, Sundridge, Kent, Builder Tun- 
Nov 10 


bridge Wells Pet Nov 10 
Beavsuaw, Joux Wits, Horwich, Lancs, Tobacconist 


Bost: wee ov 19, Ood Nov 18, Builder Maccles- 
7 Wruiax, Cc r 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 2 
Seen Euizaperu CatTuzeixe, Baxton, Licensed Victualler 
Stockport Pet 


10 
Novs Ord Nov 8 
Soromoxs, Lzwis, Boot Manufacturer High 


st, 
Court Pet og 13 Ord Nov 12 
Srastos, Banc Grocer Stockton on Tees 
Pt Mov 11 “Ord Nov i1 
Sroxes, Cuazizs Wittiau, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Brick- 
laser Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
Scopes, Jauns. Commercial Stationer Bradford 


Peat Nov4é Ord Nov 0 
Berciirrz, Baucet, G mr Manchester, Grocer 


Gorton, ur 
i BE Ord Nov 11 
“_- ~ Aft eee, Builder High Court Pet 
lov 10 


—- Jann, Canterbury, Boarding Keeper 
Castebesy” Pet Nov 12 Os bed Nov 12 
Tuozsnr, Jauzs Lawn, Aberdare, Boot Dealer Aberdare 


Hexeyr, Latos, Straw Hat Manufac- 
Pet ov 10 


tarer Laton Ord Now 10 





Avverws, Bast Atrezv, Highic 
Sonus Mov a 0 5 OS fas on at, 


ee Gey Galop, Miller Mov 71 at 
er Wass ford, Painter N 
ai, Macs sow, Bratt rd i 
gute won, wa Filet,’ Miawe Nov 2% at 4 Off Rec, Wolver- 
Booron, Auxit, Leicester Mov 21 at 2 Off 
Bee, 1, Berridge 


met ao mr 4 Nov 71 at 12 


nae 
2% 


| 


} 





Brapsury, WILLIAM, vary Derby, Farmer Nov 21 
at 11.30 Of Bes Bec, 47, 
Brypezs, Warter Lawrer, N Seed Merchant 


Nov 21 at 12.20 Off Rec, 8, Kiog st, Norwich © 
Caxyxzr, Hersert, Nuneaton, Warwick, Auctioneer Nov 

2t atil eto fy 2 gy ase 
Deuarnatt, Wiuiitam P, Read Cons 

Nov 26 at 12 Bankrup cy pint. Comulges nate 
Ernzrnreton, W. Ladies’ Tailor Nov 


tuiramM, Wimbledon, 
21 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Ger, Isaac, Ilkeston, Derby, Boatman Nov 2iat12 Of 
Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Hampton, Tacuas Martuew Roppa, Pontycymm er, 
— Nov 21 at 12.30 Of i Rec, 117, 8t hay st, 


Hoeear, FrEepesic: Agent Nov 


Commission 
24 at 12.30 Od het Darlin ce tenant 
Jackson, Emanvzst Tom, Bridlington; Lodging house 
" ‘Keeper Nov 21 at 1130 74, Newborough, Scar- 


borough 

Seavenene Isaac, Mansell st, Aitente, ae Merchant 
Nov 24at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Keemer, AnTavr CHABiezs, 7 de ag Nov 25 at 11 


ptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Middlesbrough, late Draper 
Albert rd, 


ManrsHat., Wrasse JounN, 
Nov 21 at 1230 Off Kee, 8, Al 
Martsewsoyx, Bevery. Barrow in Furness, Stowe: t 
ade 2t at 12 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
‘arness 
Ociessy, Percy, Leeds, Commission Agent Nov 21 at 
11.80 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Parker, James SPARKHALL, and Lzonarp Samug. Parker 
Wymondham, Grocers Nov 24 at 12 Off Rec, 8, 
st. Norwich 


Ki 
mee 1LL1AM, Brighton, Boarding house oe Somes Nov 
at 10.45 OS Res, 36, Radiway oon, Lond eet Ni 
| panama Ayn, . or Wheel lov 
21 at 11 Off Rc, 22, Park row. a te 
Preeie, Witt1am Fenchurch st PO Nov 24 atl a Abi 
bldgs, Carey st 
PrircHagp, THOMAS Le new | 8 Asaph, Flints, Publican 
Nov 22at11 Crypt chm a row, Chester 
Rasewm, wT Francis, pare Photographer Nov 
latl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Rosser, CHARLES Epwanp, Oswestry, 
Manufactarer Novy 21 at 3 Queen’s Hotel, Oswestry 
| tom Gronce, Aldridge, Staffs, Farmer Nov 25 at 3.30 
Wolverhampton 
Boxoxors, ag Bos Crispia st, Boot Spectadapes Nov 24 
{11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 
| secs ARTHUB bea Chester, Confectioner Nov 21 at 
.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Commercial Stationer Nov 21 


‘ord, 
1 31, Manor ne 
Swirt, RB W, Knight’s Hill rd, West Norwood, Builder 
Nov 26 at 12 pon Bn Carey st 
a. ry’ Wruam, W 
ov 2lat11 The Chariton Arms 
Tone, Joun, Liangunillo, Radnor, 
4, Corn 8 


8, peter 
Turwer, Emmanvet, Saltburn by the Pe Bes Builder 
Nov 21 at 1230 Off Rec, 8, Middlesbrough 
Vanier, Joszpn CsowTues, O) Guilens, General Contractor 
Nov 21 at 11.30 Off Bec, Greaves st, Oldham 
Wazixe, Wirt1an, orside, Yorks, Linen Draper 
Dec lati1.80 Court se, Northallerton 
Witpsorz, Wii114m, Lalemten, Boot Manufacturer Nov 
21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1 . Berridge e st, 
Wriuams, Joux Warrer Powsk1L, fnell Park rd, 
nd Nov 21 at 8 185, High st, Merthyr 


Wiser, Jonxatruan, Hickleton, Spibotem, Fos. 
ian Paice Sov 21 at 12 "Off Reo, Fig ‘ree lo, 
She 


Wiepyam, Jouw Ricuagp, Hodson, Chiseldon, Wilts, 
Brewer's Agent Nov 2 at 11 Off Bee, 88, Regent 


circus, on 
Woop. Hewry Keighley, Yorks, Builder Nov 26 at 11 
Off Ree, 31, 81, Manor row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Aypzrsos, Norman Mrppietox, Manchester, Grocer Man- 
chester Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Avprews, Bast Atreep, Highfield, Southampton, 
Nureeryman Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Barrues, Pazpericn, Mords, nr Oswestry, Miller Wrex- 
ham Ord 


Pet Oct 8 Nov 10 
Baxres, James Witiam, Idle, Bradford, Painter 
Bradford P«t Nov 10 Nov 10 
Sums, ABTHUR em Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet 
ov iz 
Bixey, Ee, Newton Ferrers, nr Plymouth Plymouth 


et Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Seat Axniz, Leicester Pet Nov ii Ord 
Frome Pet 


Rov 11 : 
Bowpew Wiitiam, Frome, Somerset, Olerk 
Novi2 (rd Nov 12 
Bray, Issac Faspenicn, Devizes Bath Pet Nov10 Ord 
10 
mansions, Higinavy High 


Nov 12 
Manufacturer Leicester 


, Grocer 
Nov 24 at 10 


ov 
Canren, Pency Asuton, BW) 
Court Pet Aug? On 


ree Bept 8 Ord Boyt 29 

Ceci, Groace a 
ford Pet Nov 

Fixx, Bexsaurs Josman, Pembsidge gdns, Notting Hill 
Hisgh Court Pet July 25 Ord Nov 10 

om aase paamen, , Boatman Derby Pet Nov 


ovi 


Ginsom, pee ‘Sheen, Builder Derby Pet Nov 10 


Ord Nov 10 

Gures, cians, Iteedin, General Carter Lincoln Pet Nov 

pf od east Ma Rovpa, Ponty Glam, 
AuMPTOR, MAS THEW r mmer, 
Bulider Oardiff Pet Moy? Or Moy? 





Hevess, Witi1am Roser. 2, Some rd, Islington, Jame 
Manufacwurer High Court Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 


Ho: epampwotent, 2 Ra Warrington, Sie Menhent a 
a a Pet Nov 12 Ge 


Bon s 
Ip Wie Pot Nov 10 2 Bas Sart Cheltenham 
DLES, WILLIAM ur 
Cheltenham Pe: Nov ll Ord Nov i 
Jacks#on, Rosset Ney =. Bak, Ya "Yorks, Plamber 
‘ov 
Jacozs, Lesuim Rreyx, Lancaster g " Merchant ant High 
Gourt Pet Mar-h 17 Ord Novia” ; 
Jaconsox, Isaac. Mansell st, Woollen Merchant 
High Court Pet Octi8 Ord Nov 10 
Lacus, ALBERT, Lap ol, Carpet Dealer Liverpool Pet 
Nové Ord Nov lv 


Lenox, Henry Maypwett, Stamford, Liacs Peterborough 

Tare. Wis Noam: Coventes, Opite Weshis tie 

yD. Wiittam Jonny, Cov ‘or! nager 

Pet Nov 1l Ord Nov 11 

shanen Epwarp Gzorcz, Leicester, Tailor’s Cutter 

Leicester Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 10 . 

Naver, Watrzz Evans, armiey. Leeds, Commercial 

veller Leeds oo Ber 12. Ord Nov 12 

NicHo1son, ALEo, ther Merchant Leicester 
Pet Uct 21 Ord Nov 10 

Norgis Geosce Henry, yey Oil Dealer Plymouth 
P.t July 23 Ord Septé 

Once, Seat Leeds, Traveller Leeds Pet Nov 10 

Pickies, ANN, ee. ur Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 12 

Prirosarp, THomas 1 8t sande Flint, Publican 
Bangor Pet Nov 11 on ee 

QuirraxoEs Beysamex, Sundri age, Kent. Builder and 
Gs dertaker Tunbridge Wel Pet Nov 10 Ord 

‘ov 

Ramepert, Firorence Mary, Liverpool rd, Corn 
Merchant High Court Pet Sept 24 pay ast 

ReapsHAw, Joux Wittiam, Horwich, Lancs, Tobacconist 
Boiton Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 


Royriz, Exizaseta Caruesine, Buxton, pete. jaan 
Victualler §' Pet NovS Ord N 

su, = bear Upper Clapton High Vourt et Oct 6 

1d Nov 1 

fcorrt, naan Ford, Devon Builder Pi: Pet 
Oni OriNevie — 

Srivxs, agntHurs James, Chester, Confectioner Chester 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 10 

Stockton on Tees 


Surcuirrs, 


Sranton, Samvz., oe Grocer 
Pet Novil Ord Nov ll 
Samveu, Manchester, Grocer 
ter Pet Nov 11 1d 1 Nov ll 
Tayioz, Jaye, Canterbury, Boarding house Keeper 
Canterbury Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 
Tuorne, ARgTHuR Wituiam, Wellington, 8: Grocer 
Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 10 nin, 
Txogvey. James Lanz, - e, Boot Dealer Aberdare 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov1 
Wesrwoop, BenJamin, Forest Gate, Waiter High Court 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 10 
Witpsorz, Wiiiam, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Nov10 Ord Mov 10 
Wixinson, Revsey, De ieee, Dewsbury, Ioventor 
Dewebury Pet Nov8 Nov 
Woop, Henry, eighiey, Yorks, 6 Bradford Pet 
Ww = a  Thackley, Bradford, Farmer Bradford 
oop, STEPHEN, 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 10 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette 


of Jan 17: 
Catuerine Parr, Edgbaston, B ham, 
tant Keeper Bangor Pet Jan 13 "Oot Beet 
Krenz, Groraina Auioxr, Granville rd, Eastbourne, 
Widow Mastbourne and Lewes “Adjud Dec 17, 180f 
Annul Nov 6, 1902 
Wuirrxtap, Harny, Rochester, Licensed Victualler 
Rochester Adjud June 30 Annul Oct 29 


London Gazette,—Tunspay, Nov. 18, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asaxsnpen, Joum, Bedford Bedford Pet Nov 14 Ord 
Nov l4 

Arxins, Geoncz Atrrep, Folkestone, Road Contractor 
Canterbury Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 a 

Avupstey, Henry Posenmncn, Norman‘ Vie- 
taualler Wi Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 18 

Bennet, Joun, Sparkhill, Commercial Traveller Birm' 
ham Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 . el 

Ovaruam, Paseregen, | Otley, ) Dealer Leeds Pet 


Novis Ord 
Dorm, Henry Me edgthall, Staffs, Saddler 
TAcensed Victualler 


ord = Pet Nov 15 
Daepes, Freprnicx, Snow ai 
High Court Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov is 
urst High Court Pet Oct9 
Evaxs j athy hoe Swansen Swansea Pet uu 
a, 2 aA 
AUMER, JAMES, 
Court Pe: Oc. 23 Ord Nov 14 “i 
Funx, But. Bolsover, Potato Seller Chesterfield Pot Nov 
14 Ord Nov l4 
Boorse, a annss, Ramegete, Coachman York Pet Nov 
ov 
Gunes Santee Epwanp, Harrogate York Pet Novis 
GiLiiven, Wnstsy Jauns, Moseley, Selictter’s Olerk 


et Nov l4 Ord Nov 14 
ee = Punor, Prsatioet, Pawobroke: Brentford Pet 


16 Ord Nov 1 


Jonxzs, 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


BastLawp Te 





O2. 


ee 
Io, Joinery 
Nov 10 


ov 12 
















peltenham 


Plumber 
ant High 
Merchant 
pool Pet 
orborough 
Manager 
s Cutter 
mmercial 
Leicester 
Plymouth 
; Nov 10 
t Leeds 
Publican 


lider and 
1o Ord 


von, Corn 
wv il 


bacconist 
TAssnsal 
et Oct 6 
uth Pet 
Chester 
on Tees 

Grocer 
Keeper 

Grocer 
. berd are 
th Court 
facturer 


‘aventor 


rd Pet 
srad ford 


a the 


“Bee 14 


Sussex, 
7, 1897 


4 Ord 


i Vio- 
rming- 
s Pe 
jaddler 


t Oct 9 
Yov 4 


ot Nov 
st Nov 
Nov 18 



















2. 
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——— 
Bor rr a Nor 
Fish Merchant Gt Grimoby 

t, Glam, Baker Pontypridd 
st, Hosier High Court Pet 


ey Gt Grimsby, Fish 
Bama Hor 12 Ord Nov 12 


WILLIAM, 
Hee ier 18 Ord Nov 18 


see Oe tor 1 


JoxEs, Ry “¥ pang Glam, Collier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pe oe Roterat Bexzamix, Li emesven, Engine 
Driver Bangor Pet Nov 15 ‘ov 15 
Kars, Fo bere _—— Bradford, Fancy Draper 
Laveen, James, os Potato Merchant Stock- 
mas tol Pet Nov 1 Nov 18 
Pontypridd, Draper 


——. 


eypeina Pet doce Ord ‘Nov 14 

ae Rosgst St Thomas, Swansea, Farmer Swansea 
Pet Nov '4 Nov 14 

Mastis, CHantes Frepericx, Keyham, Devonport, 
Grocer’s Assistant Piymouth et Nov 14 Ord 
Nov 14 

Nemp, Wrt11am Dersysuten, Salford, Coachbuilder 
Salford Pet Novis Ord Nov 18 


Maltra’ 
Yeovil Pet Oct 28 Pet Nov 11 
Oxiey, Witte, Denby G nr _ Farmer 
Hudderstied Pet Nov 12 Nov 1 
Pass, Joun THomas, Melbourne, Derby, Joiner Derby 
Pet Nov 13 Ora Nov 13 
Prosser,. Danret. 
Pet Nov 15 Ord 
Rovrtepce Jouy, Caldewgate, Carlisle, Cartwright Car- 
lisle Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 
Suarp, Jonw Apert, Walker, Northumberland, Coal 
ae Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Novi4 Ord 
‘ov 14 
Sitvestae, Witt1am, Birchover, near Matlock, Bath, Inn- 
oe Derby Pet Novi8 Ord Nov 18 
Sis, Martin, Virginia rd, Bethnal Green, Baker High 
Uourt Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Suetuiz, CHaRLEs Henry, Eddington, Herne, Builder 
Conterbury PetNovt4 Ord Nov 14 
Srarixs. Gzorcs Wit11Am, Leicester Leicester Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 
bee Joun Tuomas, Uttoxeter, Sues, Fruiterer Burton 
Treot Pet Novis Ord 
Gunann Lorrvus Dacre, Bush } ta, Gannon st, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Oct9 Ord Nov 1 
Vovsey, Witu1aM, jun, psham, Fisherman 
Exeter Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 
Wesson, Greamz Fenton, Duke st, 8t James’s High 
Pet Oct 24 Grd Nov 18 
Shaner, Tuomas, Wallsall, Commission Agent Wallsall 
Pet Novii Ord Novy 11 


Amended notice substituted for +. published in 
the London Gazette of Nov 7: 


Maxy, Anprew James, Wood Green, Builder Edmonton 
Pet Sep: 27 Ord Nov 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Appis, Freperick,and Taomas Witson, Finedon, North- 
ampton, Shoe Manufacturers Novy 27 at 1130 Off 
R-c Bridge st, Northampton 

Arxuss, Grorez atrrep, Folkestone, Road Contractor 
Nov 27 at 9.30 Off Kec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Bannanp, AnTaur Franxianp, Thorne, Yorks Nov 25 at 
11 Off Reo, Trinisy House ln, Hull 

Manchester, Tailor 
Nov 26at8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Brevor, Fosse A.rrep, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Nov 29 at 
1 Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bicxey, mere d Newton Ferrers, nr Plymouth Nov 27 
atll 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Boppy, Cuanues Boughton, Chester, Builder Nov 25 at 
2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Bowpeyx, Wittiam, Frome, Somerset, Clerk Nov 26 at 
11.30 Off Reo, 26, rong ad 

Bray, Rosert Wiiiiam, South Lowestoft, Outfitter’s 

Assistant Nov 2%at12 Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bur, Isaac FrevERICcK, wovtnes Nov 2% atildo Off Rec, 


26 Baldwin at, Bristo! 
Catiow, cry * sel house Keeper Ni 
ane 4 20 Of Reo 14 += seteing Preston “ 
HAM Pattinson . Yorks, Game Dealer 
atll Off Reo, 22, Pack 200, Leeds — 
Dax. Joun, Allostock, 
Revel x, baag enh Cheshire, Farmer Nov 28 at 10.30 
Daxvox, Farpericx, Snow Hill, Licensed Victualler Nov 
28at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Nagy Somme, Chislehurst Nov 27 at11 Bankruptcy 


dge, Carey at 
a. “omMas Epwarp, Waunwen, Swansea, Collier 


a am & Of hon, Sh, Alemadon 
Farman, damne, Kenpin nm, V 
“nS mM Seuneny Burgeon Deol 


Wilts, Nov 25 
Engineer Nov 


= Tuomas, chman Nov 27 at 11.30 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe st, York 
Fovtsnam, Epwarp Tuomas, Lowestoft Novy 25 at 2.45 
Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft 
AuTi, ALBERT Bpwarp, Harrogate, York Novy 97 at 12 80 
Off Reo, The Ked House, | Duncombe p\. Yor rk 


uiider Nv 26 at 390 
Gaxen, Jaws, Lincoln, Giron Carter t of 
Reo, 81, Silver at, Lincoln ve dealee 


cam, ee Cnout, oaty ed Ly Stationer Deo lat 


Oatway, ie Patmer. Lytchett vers, Dorset, 
Farmer 


BaXENDALE, THOMAS Tuomprson, 


Fannis, Groner, (Coombe 
at 12.30 Off Reo, Endless 


Ginsox, Winws as 
Flyin ing Worse Hotei teen 


Heotiixeworrs. Wi Tile Nov 
26at2.30 Off Byrom st, Manchester 
Howakp. Freperick, Doncaster, Hairdresser’s Assistant 


Nov 25 at 3 Om Rc, 32, Patk row, Leods 
y . Gravesend, Butcher Dec 8 at 1216 115; 


EGipon, Jones, Barrow in Furness, Shoemaker Nov 25 at 
il Gi He, 6, Cornelis st, Barrow in Famews 
EriurnstT® Henny Grorsz, Gloucester, Builder 
Nev 29 at 8 Off Rec, Station rd 
, Manni Bradford. Fancy Draper 
" Off Ree, $1, Manor row, Bradford 
nT, Fairfield, Liverpool, Carpet Dealer Nov 
DS at 12.-0 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Live 
Harborne, Staffs, Baker ov 28 at ill 
. Cycle Works Man«ger 
at ll Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Mctorzas, W Ae Lioyd’s av, Fenchurch st Dec 1 at 11 
McN: a Ay 5 Labourer Nov 25 
c am AM “wa itis ot B 


Rec 16, w in Furness 
snare! ae Wituian, Lea End. nr Alvechurch. Worces- 
ter, 





Farmer Nov 27 at 11 1, a agg st, Bir- 


mingham 
Navey, WALTER Leeds, Commercial 
Traveller 


Evans, Armley, 
Nov 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Leeds 
Oxiey, Write, Denby Grange, nr Wakefield, Farmer 
Nov 2%at 11 Off Rec 19, John William st, Huddersfield 
Paxes, Sypvey Samvet, Luton, Straw Het Manufacturer 
Nov 28 at 12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Beapsuaw, Joux Witt14m, Horwich, Tobacconist Nov 26 
at 11 19 Exchange st, Lege 
Rosertsox, Joux Brapro Liverpool, Licepaed Vic- 
tualler Nov 26 at 12 Off Ree 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Sona Sa. Bollington, Cheshire, Builder Nov 26 
atl ff Rec, 23, King Edwa’d st, Macclesfield 
Scort, Bde Ford. Devonport, Builder Nov 25jat11 6, 
Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
Scorr, Wittiam Gurueie, and Tuomas Hexsert Scorr 
Liverpool, Stationers Nov 26 at 11.30 Off Reo, 35, 
Victoria mE Pen v- 
om ae t ee Nov 27 at 12 Bank- 


. Lines, Potato Dealer Dec 4 
4 and 6, West st, Boston 
nr Manchester, 


Surat eaaee. * Peiske 
at 12 
Grocer Nov 


16 Off 
Surcuirre, Samcee. 
26 at 380 Off Rec, B ~t. n& 
Taytor J a8, Onnterbary, one house Keeper Nov 
27 at 9.1 1 Off Rec, 68. Castle st, Canterbury 
Gemenee Rnd Heney, Luton, Straw Hat Manufac- 
Nov 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northamp- 
n 
Torrevnam, Lorrvs Dacre, Bush In, Cannon st, Solicitor 
Nov 27 at 11 “fue, Topebam, Devo, Faberman * 
Vorsry, Witt1am, jus, Topsham, De ‘ov 
97 at 10.15 Off Reo, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Wars, fs. Biminghom, Co» Proprietress Nov 28 at 12 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
wit Baakrovtey bigs, Carey 1 wt, St James’ Nov 26 at 
it 
Warraxer. Mary Boarding house Keeper 
Nov 26 at it Om Ree 14. Cues @, Fan 
WI xriyson, Revper, pm gw ae Inventor 
Nov 27 at 8 Off Rec, Bank chm 
Woottzy, Taomas, Wallsall, Ale Agest Nov 25 
atsS Off Rec, W 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Arr, Tonis, Birmi am, 
Pet Nov7 Nov 18 
ALexanper. Jonn, Bedford Bedford Pet Nov 14 Ord 
‘ov 
Asawortn, ALFrep. G: rd. Bowes Park, Commercial 
Traveller Edmonton Nov 10 Ord Nov 12 
Arxtys, Grorncz ALreep, Folkestone, 
Canterbury Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 18 
Barker, Louis, Derby, Provision Dealer Derby Pet 
Oct 14 Ord Nov 15 
Bervorn, Tomas Atrarp, Gt Dene, Baker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 18 
on ed Now i ~~ aaa Badoliffe, Lancs Bolton Pet Oct 10 
ov 1 
SLAPHAM, eR oe Yorks, Fruit Dealer Leeds 
Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 1 
Donmont. Cuartes —teemtel at etete st, Merchant 
High Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Nov 13 
a | Epwaap, Swansea Swansea Pet Nov 14 


ma Bet, Deore = tye Fish Saller Chester- 
A: wouss, ee York Pet Nov12 


a Aveens Epwanp, Harrogate York Pet Nov 13 
—— 4, Confectioner Pontypridd 


Novi Nov lé 
Oe: Ezaa, 
manana ian J ~o— ee T Dr N te 
Ratson, Jam ewoas 
ne Pet Ons Ord Wor 10 
Glerk North- 


Hay, Waren, 
pton Pet Novi5 Ord Novis - 

Qrimebdy, Fish Merchant Gt Grimsby 

Hoorra, Wiitiam, Giantrisain Baker | 

Pet Nov 1s Nov 18 omens tap ate 


or 
Houwt, Atragp Pracy Arcatma.n, one Blectrical 
Engineer Li Pt @ Ord Nov 16 
OSureher Rochester 


ovlé Ord Ni 


Com 


Jowzs, Rerxoup, Dowlais, Glam, Collier Merthyr Ty@fil 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 


a ey ey ae Foe ‘om, Engine 


Ew Frorunce, Maoniagham, Bradford, Fancy Draper 
"Bradford Pet Nov 12 Od Nov12 
Larrox, J. Castleton, Yorks, Potato Merchant 
su tock on Tyee Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
OOL¥, . Travelling Draper - Panty- 
Pet Nov 14 Novlé 
Lrwepear, Ronest. SL Seeees Sentech, Dente Cociine 
Pet slow 14 Ord Nov 14 
—_a ke 


ta Fa Hor it ra or 


a ein Henry gg Ry he 
Whitesmith Exeter Pet Oct 22 Ord Nee 13 


Meritt Bee ba'Nor is Ord Ord Nov 18 . 


Oxiey. WILuie, ur Wakefield, Former 
Tsddcand Pet Howl Ded tov 13 


Paxes, Syonsr Samvzt, m5 ty Hat Manufacturer 
ton Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 
Pascixson, ’ Btavordale ra. E rd, Outfitter 
High Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 14 
Pass, Jons Ri Melbourne, Derby, Joiner Derby 
P ay 4. “gb —a Brecon, Haulier Tredegar 
‘ROSSER, 
Det Hoy is Grd Horie” 


Barsart, Lewrs Pamir, and Harsy Lewis Rarsaet, 
australian av, High Court Pet Sept 12 

Ord Nov 13 
Bicnarpsos, Coartes Hevry, Romford rd, Forest Gate, 
Builder - Court Pet Oct1 Ord Nov 14 


Bet Nov 14 Ord dow 14 
8 Wi Ine- 
ee ee ee 


r 
8 eo E. rd, Green, Baker 
™“Gourt Pe Pet Nov 14 os Nov 14 nll 


8 . Cuartes Hexe Builder 
nw? - ry Pet Nov vy ween sees 
Srapies, Grorce Wim, Leicester Leicester Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 


sae = CHARLES Wiens, Beaton Norris. Lines, Brick- 


Stockport Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 15 
Sreuruess, Davip Cua Finsbury pvmt, 
8 Te 4 ~ Ont reat a 
wirt, Ropzrt WIiiiax, Norwood, Builder 
Court Pet Oct2i Ord Nov 15 —_ 


—— 
Carlis\e 


“Tart, Joux Tuomas, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Fruiterer Barton 


on Trent Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Taowrson, Heaseat Scorr. Part pl, St James's High 
Court Pet S-pti7 Ord Nov 14 

Txorocoop, Horace oe. Laton, Straw Hat Manufac- 

turer Luton Pet Nov *. Ord Nov 16 

Tvensr, Apranam. Bishop A) ; Dealer 

Durham Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 12 

Vv >? ° Merchant Court 

10R0N, Hewry, an, Goating b, Wie High 

ine eos Haverstock hill, Pharmaceutical Chemist 
Sigh Court Pet Oct Si Ord Nov 15 

Vorsry, W Fisherman 

OTmreter Ret Hort’ Ord Nev it 

ct Wandsworth Pet Oct 15 

WarTERHOUS Staffs, Iron Founder 
et Ord Nor 18 

Witsox, CHARLES, Builder Brentford Pet Sep: 
27 Ord Nov 12 
Amended notice substituted for that in 

the London Gazette of Oct 31: 

Hvssaxp Joux, Leeds, Grocer and Provision Dealer Leeds 
Pet sept 30 Pet Oct 28 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED., 


Gwitiiam, Taomas Bexzamme, Acrefa'r, Denbigh, Grocer 
Wrexham adjud April 4, 1901 Anaal Nov 12, 1908 





Where dificulty is experienced in procuring the 
Sorrcrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity i is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
In apvaNncE: Sorrorrors’ JovRNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 53s., 
post-free (53 Nos. 1902-3). Soxrcrrors’ 
JOURNAL only, 26s. Gd. ; Cowntry, 283. 6d. ; 
Foreign, 3s. WEkty R&PorreEr, 
Wrapper, 26s. 6d.; Country or Foreign, 
28s. 6a. 


Volumes bound at the Ofice—cloth, 2s, Si. ; half 


. 
tn 








Bun) ae rf are aston No on Worthan, Blackemith Nov 


Deb o8 Ord How 18 


law cal/, 58. 6d. 








te ee 


80 


THE. SOLICITORS’: JOURNAL. 


Noy. 22, 1902; 








ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 
R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS FINAL and 
TE EXAMIN 


ILA’ ATIONS; paymen result. 
—Particulars on 5 Shy teem, at 93, 





_ Chancery-lane, W.C. 4 





PARTEEE RRQUIRI REQUIRED with 5, 000 to 


over can be guaranteed. cod Bax 102, Bovilone “eral” 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C 


ee one (27), admitted August, 1899, 
Ox, Wh when be bee a 





Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
Catan: aii Ge Ad aah aay, 
Yor Terma, Be 


F. 8. Y foaa, EEOe. &e., 
ical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEIOESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR. LADIES. 
eats Ate ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A,, 
} aed of im , ee M. RILEY; Assoc. Soc. 
cet ereuese. For terms and particulars 
Mice RILEY or or the the Principal. 
SS Saat Apvrgss: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER: ad 











salaried clerk ; ager ya and Ch 
and with knowledge of Gammon Law, Company, and the 
general work of a solicitors’ office 


Cee 7 om, “* Solicitors” Journal ’’ Office, 27, 





GLACITOR (B.A., Oxon.), ateiies % 1607, 
well-known City firm ; rite IY Oy care of ed. 
Wigram & Co., Finsbury H 

F Bn Fewest Representatives of Thomas 

lenry, former! k-lane, E.C., and Bush Hill, 
Edmonton, who tied cn the 14th Bay, 180, and those of 
Thomas Baker, formerly of 34, Lime-street, E C., who died 
about 1860, Comm’ 
ep a, of am - 
RSHAL! ew-equ Lincoln’ 

W.C,, they may hear of something to erty wivatige. 


PARENTS.—A firm of ‘Mechanical 
ene — co, E0. 











Cugstrertox & Sons, 15, Sloane-street, 8. W. 


pueune. —A City firm, i having larger 
offices than they —_ be pleased to 
, care of Btreet’s, 30, Cornhill, 








FFICES.—Snuite of Three Offices to be 
z cnet ree tite ae. ar ra ag ae Allg —ge 
‘orfolk-street, Strand +t C— ) letter, 8., care 
of Btreet’s, Berle-street, W 4 
Gr to Let on First Floor, immedi- 
RF Enfield i eT 4 43 
position and good openiog for a solicitor; rent 1 
ek. — , B. M. Titz & b Wharl, Cam- 
we SS ee 1Tz & Bons. Bridge 


prema + ther GROUND - ) = RENTS, _ 








Satan Chas. 1 Tapler & Co. ‘s 
Aavectionnent Often 154-157, Fieet-street, EB, 


DVANCE of £200 Wanted, at moderate 
interest, om £300 Contract for Bale of s Business 
payable by querterly instalments ; 


Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Lil ssn COSTS ia all doparteneate Drawn and 
otherwise, for Delivery or 








ior hie testimonials ; 
Hatton & son, 81, Chancery-lane, W.O. 


THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1879-90. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW een 


Farm, i T : 
Dak Roum for Photography, &c. Patients may enter 
under the Acts or privately. Terms: 1} to 3 Guiness. 
Resipest Mepicat m. . 5a or SECRETARY. 
Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON, AND RAVENSCROFT, 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 





COURT 
TAILORS. 


ROBE 
MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 
Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
"ae of the Peace, and Ooroners. 
CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


‘beta & CO’/S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from finest m finest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of alt Chemists and Grocers. 
BRAND & OO., LTD. “MAYFAIR, W. & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 














THEATRES. — 


ADELPHL. 
THIS EVENING, at 8.15, CAPTAIN KETTLE : Mr 
Carson, Messrs. Mark 


Leal Faber, By aney Here be i. Rytceet 


Cecil Ramsey, C. sae 
Bondi Mees Mesdames ‘arwick, Ruth Benson, Eemé 
Beringer. 


DUKE OF YORE’S. 


Mesdames Sybil Carlisle, 
Muriel Sail oes ba gg 
Paakiston JI. OC. nay 
Pickford. —~ 
DRURY LANE THEATRE ROYAL. 
Managing Director, Arthur Collins. 

THIS EVENING, at 7.45, THE BEST OF FRIENDS: 
Mrs. John Wood, Mrs. , Mrs. Richard Edgar, 
Monte Deet oar lly ney Valentine, H. me 

Herbert Standing Lowne, Oonway Tearle, 
Sidney Howard, Ivan Beriyn. 


GARRICK. 


THIS AFTERNOON, at 3.0, THE BISHOP’S Lat 
THIS EVENING, at 8,10, MY LADY VIRTUE 


- | arthur Bourchier, Messrs. D. Milward, H. Clark, 8. 
Charles 


Miss Eva Moore, Mrs. Cal 
: | ee James, Clement, tnd Mise Vi Violet 


HAYMARKET. 

THIS BVENING, at 8.30, THE GHOST OF JERRY 
BUNDLER. At9.0, THERE'S MANY A SLIP: Mr. 
Maude, Mr. O. W. Somerset, Mr. H. Marsh 
Charles Rock, Mr. Wilfred Forster, mr. G. Trollope, Mr. 
L. Broughton, Mr. H, Norton; Miss Daisy Thimm and 

LYRIC. 
SEIS BVENING, 088 90, MICS AND MEH: Mr. : Ms, Foes 
. Ben W Luigi La! 


r. 
William Fa: Bee es i Ry Le ae Cohan 
Wiliam Parven, a. Ar. Miss ry Rorke, Miss Alice de 
Winton, Miss 





PR EY EES, 26 0.8. | 9.0, LYRE AND LANCET: Mr, 

ceame Sout, Mr. Wm. Wyes, Mr. 

a ; Gerald Soreey, Br. Mr. Bromley Daven- 
aie ine 


at Beardsley, Mies Helen 
Tralbot! Mie sb at 8.10, by. THE WORKBOX, 


" ST. JAMES’S, 
ow ~ EVENING, at 8.30 precisely, IF I WERE KING: 
Alexander, Messrs. Chiaries F 


THIS EVENING, at 8.15, NAUGHTY X. MABOT : a 
Stevens, Kenneth Douglas, J 


Chas. EB. 
MacCallum, Cairns James; Mesdames yt + Hate, 
Claire Rickards, 


Mollie Lowell, Davies Webster, 





OOLOGIGAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY conve Sundays ma 
from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admission 1s. 
Children always 6d. The new Ape House A... 
panzees, Orangs, and Gibbons. 








C ; SA 





The Members of the LEGAL Phd Aig ) 
are ane, aanerae requested to kindly Reoom- 


cur Fiem to Executors and 
pen Valuations. 


- PROBATE. It VA 


others 


60) 


aT 
PINK & ook, 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, EC., and 17 & ct PICCADILLY, 


LONDON, Ww. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 





